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ABSTRACT 
MORAL DEVELOPMENT: 
THE EFFECTS OF STORY DILEMMA DISCUSSIONS 
IN THE PROMOTION OF CHILDREN'S MORAL JUDGMENTS 
AT THE PRIMARY LEVEL 
FEBRUARY 1994 
BETTYE MORGAN CRAFT, B.S., BOSTON STATE COLLEGE, 1974 
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST, 1985 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Dr. Atron Gentry 
This exploratory study offers a discussion of 
Piaget's and Kohlberg's theories of moral development, 
with a brief explication of each stage. It then applies 
this theory to moral judgment and its development. 
The approach was premised mainly on Kohlberg's stages 
of moral reasoning. The problem under investigation 
was to examine four real-life story dilemma discussions, 
and their effectiveness in the promotion of children's 
moral judgments at the primary level. 
The subjects consisted of fifty-four (54) students 
(twenty-seven (27) males and twenty-seven (27) females) 
from the southwestern part of Boston. They ranged 
in age from eight to nine. 
Vll 
The design used in the study parallels the model 
described by "Campbell and Stanley" (1973), as the 
Non-Equivalent Control Group Design. 
The subjects were pretested and posttested, using 
a non-standardized test device. This instrument was 
designed to obtain both the qualitative and quantitative 
data needed to answer the five research questions 
which guided the study. The comparison of groups 
on the pretest and posttest substantiates the findings 
that there were no appreciable differences among the 
groups tested. However, the behavior of group 
participants differed substantially following the 
treatment. The results led to the conclusion that 
moral development can, in fact, increase the moral 
reasoning of primary school children. However, it 
was further concluded that real-life dilemma discussions 
are more effective in promoting children's moral 
judgments at the primary level, and are useful in 
teaching moral education as an integral part of the 
curriculum. 
vm 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
The past decade has seen the field of developmental 
psychology come to the forefront. There has been 
a great effort by many psychologists, parents and 
educators to prepare young children to meet the 
challenges of the 21st century. However, today's 
schools continue to be afflicted with major moral 
problems that could possibly affect the future of 
children and how they meet those challenges. 
Moral education as a whole has merited the attention 
of a concerned public. Lickona (1991) notes that 
"A broad-based growing population supports values 
education in the schools. The support comes from 
the federal government, which has identified values 
education essential to the fight against drugs and 
crime." "The statehouse," cites Lickona, "has passed 
resolutions which call upon the schools to teach values 
necessary for good citizenship and a law-abiding 
society." Lickona further asserts that "Business 
recognizes that a responsible labor force requires 
workers to have character traits of honesty, 
dependability, pride in work, and the capacity to 
cooperate with others" (p. 21). 
1 
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This study finds that The Daily Herald (1973) 
interviewed anthropologist Margaret Mead regarding 
questions of dishonesty in Washington. Mead argues 
that "Everyone does things that are dishonest, but 
not everyone gets caught" (p. 1). Mead failed to 
address the issue of honesty versus dishonesty. 
The researcher (i.e., the writer of this 
dissertation) suggests that, during the 1970's and 
1980's, public schools have been and continue to be 
pressured into teaching an increasingly body of academic 
knowledge, which itself has doubled in the past decade 
throughout the world. The launching of Sputnik by 
the Soviets in 1957 spurred American public schools 
into a technocratic knowledge. The vast knowledge 
necessary to master reading, writing, science, 
mathematics and social studies has been crammed into 
the school day. 
In the midst of these enormous pressures to conquer 
knowledge, to assimilate it and transform it into 
individual and even national achievement, there has 
been a remarkable omission: moral judgment, particularly 
at the primary level. Public schools are seen as 
producing too many morally handicapped youngsters. 
The position of the researcher was that these children 
eventually become young adults, who too easily conform 
3 
to the lax moral standards that some elements of American 
society offer. This is due primarily to the inability, 
because of the lack of values education, to differentiate 
between basic questions of good and evil. 
Palmer (1950) contends that, "American life has 
changed greatly during the past century, so Americans 
feel the full impact of those changes on their daily 
lives, and face problems of adjustment" (p. 106). 
Lickona (1989) suggests that "Crime has risen 
at an alarming rate across the country. The physical 
harm to another, lying and cheating, has increased 
greatly within the past decade. The country's annual 
crime totals threaten to reach its highest point in 
history." Lickona further asserts that "Political 
corruption has also been on the rise" (p. 160). A 
blatant example of this was cited in The Boston Herald 
(1990, October 27), which reports that Washington's 
mayor was sentenced to six months in prison for cocaine 
possession. A judge stated, "The Mayor's drug use 
gave aid, comfort, and encouragement to the illegal 
drug culture" (pp. 1, 10). It continues to be widely 
argued that the exaggerated difficulties facing the 
American family has a tremendous impact on shaping 
the value system of its children. 
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These social problems have had a negative effect 
on public education. In arguing for the influence 
of family on moral development, Lickona (1989) claims 
"Frictions and conflicts are lower when divorced parents 
agree about child rearing, and have a positive attitude 
toward each other" (p. 617). 
The Education Policies Commission (1983) states 
that: 
The family is the greatest single factor in forming 
character. The family provides the child's first 
experiences in human relations, in cooperation, 
in solving problems through reason and mutual 
consent. Parental standards of honesty and civic 
responsibility are the standards most likely 
to be adopted by the children. (p. 85). 
Lickona (1991) describes most families as having 
been touched by the rising divorce rate, as one of 
two marriages ends in divorce. Research shows that 
60 percent of children whose parents divorce spend 
their childhood in a single-parent household. "The 
National Commission on children report that 55 percent 
of these single-parent homes were poor, as compared 
to 12 percent of two-parent families" (p. 31). Sagan 
(1988) reports that more than 25 percent of American 
families are single-parent households. However, Sagan 
does not contend that single parents cannot raise 
a child lovingly and healthily. He argues, 
"Nevertheless, that such single-parent households 
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place high, perhaps intolerable, burdens on our children" 
(p. 238). According to Lickona, it is vital for schools 
to commit themselves to the teaching of moral values, 
and to try to develop good character traits among 
young, school aged children, in order to supplement 
the role formerly played solely by the family. 
In summary, the interest of the researcher in 
moral education is related to concerns about the decline 
of morals in both the family and society, and its 
tremendous impact on schooling. The Climate Committee 
(1991, September 6) offers the following perspectives: 
Educators and observers declare today's young 
people are in danger of becoming morally handicapped 
adults at a time when they must be morally as 
well as academically prepared to meet the rigorous 
social and environmental challenges that await 
them in the 21st century, (p. 2) 
The next section points out a few of the social 
ills that trouble our public schools. Hence, the 
need for systematically teaching moral education to 
young children is required. In addition, this section 
points to the scholars who have shown a keen interest 
in the development of moral judgment education. 
Hatton's (1988) contention is that laypersons 
and educated professionals have been required to make 
increasingly difficult and complex decisions about 
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social and political problems. Research has shown 
that we are ill-prepared as a society to make such 
important decisions, especially without being adequately 
assisted by families and schools. Hatton states that, 
"We see highly regarded, educated persons in important 
government positions apparently oblivious to the whole 
issue of ethics and moral responsibility" (p. 1). 
The researcher cites several examples. 
Several years ago, the biggest bank scandal in 
American history centered around the Savings and Loan 
Association. Literally thousands of Americans were 
cheated of their life's savings. 
The Enterprize, (1992, July 30) reports another 
bank scandal, that of The Bank of Credit Commerce 
International Corporation (B.C.C.I.C) in Washington, 
D C. Two highly regarded men categorically denied 
all charges of fraud, and attempted to shift the blame 
to the actions of over-zealous prosecutors. An attempt 
to cover up the fraud scandal involved paying huge 
bribes, which penetrated many institutions throughout 
the world. 
The former Defense Secretary, a pillar of the 
Democratic Party establishment, and an advisor to 
presidents as far back as Harry Truman, was indicted. 
These scandals are not isolated, for similar incidents 
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have plagued our society with alarming effects, and 
have troubled developmental psychologists, Hatton 
(1988) cites, "Too many people are unclear on what 
determines a high level of morality and why it is 
necessary for the functioning of a just society" 
(p. 2). 
Hatton further states that "The Watergate Scandal, 
and the Iran Contra Affair, are both a reflection 
of the lack of moral ethics and responsibility" 
(p. 1). 
Moral judgment and behavior has been studied 
by philosophers and others for thousands of years. 
However, there is a paucity of systematic and thorough 
research in the area of moral judgment, when compared 
to research in other areas of moral development. 
Parson (1982) states that, "The lack of research in 
moral development is due to the complexities of morality 
which is based largely on the human needs of oneself 
and others" (p. 1). He further points out that the 
difficulties of measuring something so inherently 
subjective, are basically due to the complicated 
experimental procedures. They are largely responsible 
for the lack of research on moral development. Bakken 
(1982) claims that "Psychologists have become 
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increasingly aware that human development does not 
end with physical maturity, but, rather, it extends 
over the entire life cycle of the individual" 
(pp. 2-3). 
Hartshorne and May (1929-1930) cite that, "Cheating 
among children is entrenched among them. The risk 
of detection has been cited as being one important 
factor that influences the likelihood that cheating 
will continue among young people" (p. 126). This 
concept puzzled the researcher since the risk of 
detection seems a good reason why cheating would not 
continue among children. 
Three leading developmental psychologists, Jean 
Piaget (1932), Lawrence Kohlberg (1969) and Thomas 
Lickona (1971), have shown a growing interest in the 
development of moral judgment of young children. 
According to Piaget (1932) the development of 
intelligence is a basis for moral development in the 
individual. Piaget cites four major stages in the 
development of children's moral judgment: (a) 
sensorimotor operations, (b) preoperations, (c) concrete 
operations, and (d) formal operations. Kohlberg later 
added three additional stages: (a) the preconventional 
level, (b) the conventional level, and (c) the 
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postconventional level. Kohlberg's work eventually 
led to his division of moral development into six 
stages. These form the basis of systematic procedures 
which can be designed to enhance the existing knowledge 
base concerning the development of moral judgment. 
These stages are utilized in the development of this 
study. 
Lickona (1971) tested Piaget's theory about 
"good and bad" behaviors. These tests helped establish 
concepts regarding the increase of a child's moral 
judgments through proper intervention treatment. 
In summary, the researcher accepts the view that 
there is a natural moral growth in children. However, 
the researcher's concerns are with the negative 
influences that children may perceive early on in 
life, and which may cause them to view disrespect, 
dishonesty and irresponsibility as acceptable behavior. 
Today's public schools face great moral problems, 
and they often lack sufficient awareness of this issue. 
Too often, educators lack sufficient research to assist 
them in establishing effective long-term moral education 
programs. Additional research will fill the many 
gaps in our knowledge concerning the development of 
moral education. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The problem in this study was to investigate 
the effects of real-life dilemma discussions in promoting 
children's moral judgments at the primary level. 
This was compared to two other approaches: (a) the 
Hawthorne (the special attention) approach which utilizes 
a special list of words to encourage seventeen (17) 
subjects, and the "Let's Be Caring" (LBC) approach, 
that is now implemented in the public schools of Dover, 
Massachusetts, a Boston suburb. The LBC program was 
not, however, implemented at the third grade level 
during the nine week period of this research. Nor 
has it been examined precisely for its effectiveness 
in promoting the child's ability to make positive 
moral decisions. 
The findings in this research should deepen our 
knowledge of the LBC approach, particularly in 
demonstrating the effects of real-life dilemma 
discussions in promoting children's moral judgments 
at the primary level. 
In summary, the study's objective was to examine 
the similarities or differences between three approaches: 
(a) the Let's Be Caring, (b) the special attention, 
and (c) the real-life story dilemma intervention. 
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The study also offers guidelines regarding how to 
systematize the moral development training of children, 
in order to make it part of their cognitive development. 
Two aspects of the problem were examined: (a) moral 
perspective development in eight and nine year old 
subjects, and (b) moral judgment growth during the 
nine week period of the study. A non-standardized 
pretest and posttest were utilized to collect the 
relevant data that would answer the research questions. 
The population of the study consisted of fifty-four 
(54) third-graders. Their age range was between eight 
and nine years. The relationship between the "special 
attention" approach, the LBC approach, and the real-life 
dilemma approach was examined to answer five research 
questions. 
The purpose of this study is assessed below. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
effects of four real-life story dilemmas in promoting 
moral judgments; then, to investigate the "special 
attention" approach, and the LBC approach, in increasing 
moral judgments among primary subjects, as well as 
to answer the research questions. 
Secondly, the study sought to introduce an 
additional model for teaching moral values to school 
12 
age children, with its systematic teaching as an integral 
part of the primary curriculum. 
Rationale for the Study 
The study's rationale was the need to develop 
a teaching model that addresses the moral and ethical 
growth of children on a systematic basis. The study 
utilized four real-life story dilemmas to establish 
their effectiveness in the promotion of the child's 
moral judgments. These dilemmas focused on issues 
that involved moral perspectives, moral reasoning 
and moral judgments. 
The rationale was the stated need to develop 
a systematic program to teach moral values, the purpose 
was to help young school children to develop such 
values as fairness and honesty. The program's goal 
was to foster a respect for the rights for others, 
and for legitimate authority, rules and laws. In 
addition, to teach responsibility for personal behavior 
and actions; concern for one's fellow human beings, 
and individuals as opposed to collective beliefs; 
and the self-worth and identity that flow from 
self-knowledge. 
Lickona (1988) argues that these moral traits 
represent the goals of parents for their children. 
The researcher assumed that with the united effort 
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of public schools, parents, and a concerned public 
these moral goals could be fostered, thereby helping 
children, parents and educators have a more satisfying 
lif e. 
Lickona (1987) claims that, "In the late 1960's 
and early 1970's, both private and public morality 
were breaking down, and that waves of scandals were 
increasing" (p. 12). 
The 1975 Gallup Poll turned up strong public 
support for instruction in moral values and behavior 
by the public schools. A general consensus among 
scholars in this field was that the public schools 
should not be overly concerned about which values 
should be taught, but should focus on how to clarify 
one's values and learn to reason with greater sensitivity 
about moral conflicts, as well as how to make systematic 
moral decisions. 
As a concerned educator, the researcher hoped 
to uncover evidence that would raise the value of 
moral education, and that would contribute to a model 
for teaching moral values to school age children. 
Importance of the Study 
This study has a strong humanistic value to children 
in general. This study provides an opportunity to 
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look at the classroom setting as an appropriate 
environment in which to apply the results of this 
study, as well as to contribute to the educational 
profession in the following ways: 
1. It increases our understanding of the moral 
development processes of young school age children. 
2. It attempts to develop a model for teaching 
moral values in a more interesting way in the 
public schools by using real-life moral story 
dilemmas. 
The findings have important implications, especially 
for educators working with all those pilot programs, 
parents, administrators, and citizens who are moving 
toward restoring to the school the values of respect 
and responsibility among other values. 
Musgrave (1978) reminds us of the importance 
of good moral training. He contends that, "The purpose 
of elementary education is to give children a good 
moral training and that it not be left to chance" 
(p. 67). Ryan and Purpel (1989) claim that, "Educators 
need to recapture the historical role of schools, 
and to pass on to the young the community's best values. 
The current status of moral education in schools and 
the consequences of the present conditions are in 
great need of change" (pp. 11-15). 
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The theoretical framework of this study is discussed 
in the next section. 
Theoretical Framework 
An empirical study was necessary to investigate 
the moral judgments of school age children. Its 
framework was based largely on the research of Piaget 
(1932); Kohlberg (1969); Lickona (1971); Blasi 
(1980-1984); and Rest (1986). More specifically, 
this study was based on Kohlberg's moral dilemma 
approach, that of the "just community". 
This study first discusses the cognitive- 
developmental theory that derives from the work of 
Piaget and of Kohlberg. There follows an examination 
of its applicability to development in school age 
children. The same approach was then applied to moral 
judgment, moral perspective and role-taking. The 
final section reviews the literature of moral dilemma 
intervention. 
The five research questions in this study are 
offered as follows. 
Research Questions 
The study includes the five following research 
questions: 
1. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
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through the real-life dilemma approach, 
as compared to the "special attention" approach? 
2. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the "special attention" approach? 
3. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the real-life dilemma approach? 
4. Do real-life story discussions increase 
values, such as fairness, honesty, respect 
and responsibility, at a greater rate than do 
the "Let's Be Caring" approach, or the "special 
attention" approach? 
5. What is the relationship between the "special 
attention" approach, the "Let's Be Caring" and 
the real-life story dilemmas? 
Assumptions 
It was the researcher's assumption that story 
dilemma discussions could be useful in the classroom 
setting to foster an awareness of moral judgment. 
The assumptions were as follows: 
1. Real-life story discussions could be useful 
to increase the moral judgment abilities of young 
school age children. 
2. These children would show greater sensitivity 
to the perspective of others as compared to those 
children who did not gain the real-life dilemma 
treatment. 
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3. Those children who participated in the 
real-life story discussions would make far better 
moral judgments than those children who did not 
receive the treatment. 
4. The study's findings would answer the proposed 
research questions. 
5. The study's implications would lead to a 
new model integrated into the primary curriculum 
of teaching values to the students. 
Scope and Limitations of Study 
The study consisted of fifty-four (54) third- 
graders at the Caryl Elementary School. The 
characteristics of the subjects were as follows: 
1. Twenty-seven (27) females and twenty-seven 
(27) males. 
2. Eight and nine years of age. 
3. Five Asians, and forty-nine (49) Caucasians. 
This study did not extend beyond the stated 
population. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The delimitations were as follows: 
1. The subjects who participated in this study 
was exposed to a school based program, "Let's 
Be Caring." However, the discussion of 
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real-life story dilemmas offered a new approach 
to the teaching of moral education, while not 
jeopardizing the integrity of the study. 
2. The "special attention" approach also 
constituted a new approach to the moral 
development of children, and did not pose a threat 
to the study. 
3. The evidence from previous studies shows that 
moral judgment could be modified. However, there 
was a paucity of research, as compared to the 
proliferation of research on the logical concepts 
of moral development. Thus, so the relevant 
issues in this particular area have not been 
sufficiently explored, certainly not to the degree 
that they require. 
4. This study focused only on fifty-four (54) 
third-graders. To over-generalize, reaching 
beyond this specific group, would be unwise. 
5. This exploratory study was limited by 
administrative policies, which restricted the 
researcher's opportunity to randomly select 
subjects. 
Clearly this exploratory study has several 
limitations. Nevertheless, the study adds further 
research findings to the body of existing knowledge. 
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Definition of Terms 
This section provides an operational definition, 
clarifying the use of all the major terms in this 
study. 
Story Dilemma: Refers to real-life narratives 
that utilizes a step-by-step approach to the 
presentation of moral problems. 
Intervention: Refers to any action (real-life 
moral dilemma discussions) that helps the morally 
at-risk child make good moral judgments. 
Moral Perspectives: Refers to the ability of 
the eight and nine year old to empathize, 
perceiving issues from other perspectives and 
not solely from his/her own. 
L B C: Refers to a moral program entitled, "Let's 
Be Caring", as implemented in the Dover Public 
Schools. It attempts to teach values and 
responsibility in a democratic way. 
Moral Judgment: Refers to the child's ability 
to make evaluations based on the principles of 
right and wrong behavior, about what is a "good" 
or "bad" action. 
Moral Discussions; Refers to the process used 
to resolve uncertainties, relating to the principles 
of right and wrong behavior, concerning moral 
issues. 
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Moral Development; Refers to the child's ability 
to make judgments concerning the right or wrong 
aspects of actions. 
The Outline of Study 
The purpose of this chapter was to outline the 
problems under investigation, as well as to apprise 
the reader of the research questions and rationale 
on which this research is based. To that end, the 
organization of the exploratory study was as follows: 
Chapter I describes the background and rational 
of the problem, including the problem statement, the 
assumptions and the scope of limitations of study, 
the delimitations of the study, the definition of 
terms, the research questions, an overview of the 
study, and a summary. Chapter II reviews the literature, 
both theoretical and empirical. Also included was 
literature that offers perspective-taking and the 
positive effects of making good moral judgments. 
Chapter III contains the methodology used to collect 
and analyze data, including the study's research 
questions. Chapter IV discusses the data and results 
of the research. Finally, Chapter V focuses on the 
important findings, the summary, and the conclusions, 
as well as implications for future research. 
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The Overview of Study 
Chapter I provided the framework of this study. 
Included is a description of the population and the 
setting in which the study was conducted. This study 
centered on examining three specific variables: (a) 
moral judgment, (b) moral perspectives, and (c) real-life 
story dilemmas. 
The dilemmas represent real-life conflicts, that 
attempted to provide children with discussions that 
eventually enable them to better acquire the perspectives 
of other individuals, and then to cope more effectively 
in moral conflict situations. The rationale was to 
utilize a set of real-life story dilemmas to validate 
their use in promoting children's moral judgments. 
In addition, this study attempted to create better 
understanding of the processes of moral judgment 
development. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter contains four sections. The first 
describes the structural patterns of moral development, 
its stages, and the cognitive-development concepts, 
as described by Piaget and Kohlberg. 
The second discusses the development of moral 
judgment and the processes necessary for moral 
stimulation. This discussion focuses on moral reasoning 
and perspectives, emphasizing the need to promote 
children's moral judgments by using a real-life dilemma 
approach. 
The third reviews the effectiveness of story 
dilemma intervention, and the ways it has been used 
to stimulate moral thinking. 
The last section assesses the implications of 
the cognitive approach in teaching values, and also 
demonstrates effective programming that promotes the 
teaching of moral judgment. 
To understand how a child develops morally, we 
must look at his/her initial stages of development. 
What does he/she think and feel, behave and develop? 
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The researcher therefore, looks closely at differing 
interpretations of Piaget's theory of cognitive 
development. 
Theory of Cognitive-Development 
MacPhail (1986) contends that the "Cognitive 
developmental is a theory of structural stages of 
development. Each structure has an inner organization 
that distinguishes it from other structures" (p. 2). 
Starting early in his career, Jean Piaget conducted 
forty years of research (his first publication being 
in 1932) into the origins and development of cognitive 
structures and moral judgment. He perceived four 
stages of cognitive development: (a) sensorimotor, 
(b) preoperational, (c) concrete operational, and 
(d) formal operational. Duska (1975) offers an account 
of Piaget's "two broad stages" of development, as 
falling between ages six and twelve. 
"The youngest children are at a stage of heteronomy, 
where external laws viewed as sacred, have been laid 
down by adults. This stage gradually gives way to 
that of autonomy, in which rules are seen as the outcome 
of a free decision and are worthy of respect in the 
measure that they have enlisted mutual consent" 
(p. 9). At this stage, Hoffman (1970) cites, "A child 
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has an obligation to comply with rules because they 
are sacred and unalterable. He tends to view behavior 
as totally right or wrong, and thinks everyone views 
them in the same way" (p. 124). 
Piaget explores further to see if patterns of 
cognitive organization in the heteronomous stage contrast 
with the perspective that characterizes the autonomous 
stage. Here, Piaget refers to autonomy in terms of 
freedom from the constraints of heteronomy, the basis 
for the social interaction that is necessary for moral 
development. Barry (1974) suggests that all morality 
consists of a system of rules, and its essence is 
to be sought for in the respect which the individual 
acquires for those rules. To determine just how the 
mind comes to respect rules, Piaget tries to verify 
his theory by selecting his "rules of the game of 
marbles". Consider Piaget's analysis of game rules. 
He selects his "rules of the game of marbles" to verify 
his theory. Children go through a stage of professing 
reverence for game rules, while their play demonstrates 
mere imitation of some aspects of the game and no 
understanding of the game in terms of all of its rules. 
Piaget claims that the child then is conscious that 
rules exist, but that all rules are external to his 
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mind. As the child develops socially and intellectually, 
there is a corresponding development in both his/her 
knowledge of the rules and his/her understanding of 
games in terms of rules (d. 40). Guska also found 
that Piaget instituted the following: 
In the stages where the child is merely conscious 
of these rules, without understanding them, 
his judgments of right and wrong are based on 
the letter of the rule. As the child develops 
intellectually and socially, moral rules, referring 
to stealing, cheating and lying, are understood 
in the context of community life and then become 
internalized principles. The young child equates 
fairness with whatever an adult asks or commands. 
As he develops intellectually and socially, 
his judgments on fairness are made strictly 
in terms of equality, without consideration 
of other relationships, such as affection or 
age or physical conditions. (p. 41) 
Crittenden (1990) argues that "Piaget's 
developmental theory consists of a complex and 
speculative account of stages of cognitive-development 
from birth to maturity. The account includes a detailed 
structural theory of the human organism in genesis 
and of the conditions of structural stability and 
change in development" (p. 63). 
According to Crittenden, Piaget's theory suggests 
that children's moral thinking occurs in four stages: 
(a) sensorimotor, (b) preoperational, (c) concrete 
operational, and (d) formal operational. This study 
works with eight and nine year olds to attempt to 
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intensify their moral judgments and to develop a model 
of teaching that maintains a delicate and shifting 
balance between independence and control, as well 
as to show ways to foster moral development. This 
process required the researcher to assess where subjects 
were in terms of stage development, and then to provide 
the subjects with role-taking activities, and with 
real-life story dilemma discussions that would challenge 
their moral reasoning at their particular stage level. 
Kohlberg challenged young children's reasoning 
by aiming the moral questions one level above theirs. 
Consider the following example. 
Lickona (1988) suggests that, if one were reasoning 
with a Stage One thinker about stealing, the best 
way to present issues would be with a concrete Stage 
Two challenge, such as: "Would you want somebody to 
steal from you?" The more abstract Stage Three reason 
to oppose stealing would be, "I want to be able to 
trust you," which would be less likely to connect 
with the child. However, there is no harm in bringing 
in a more sophisticated idea like trust; it is better 
introduced early than later. At worst, it will not 
be effective at this point (p. 127). 
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In like manner, this study attempted to 
offer challenges that were one step above the subject's 
moral reasoning stage. Clues were taken from what 
the subject seemed to able to understand. This study 
attempted to stimulate the subject's moral reasoning 
by discussing and dramatizing the vital issues of 
moral judgment development. 
The researcher agrees with Lickona (1988) in 
that children need help to really imagine themselves 
placed in the victim's shoes. Theft provides an example 
of the role-playing activity. One subject would act 
out a theft with another subject of one of his/her 
favorite toys. After "stealing" the toy, the subject 
would be asked: "How would you feel if somebody really 
stole the toy from you?" "Would it be fair? Why? 
or Why not?" 
Duska (1975) follows Kohlberg in maintaining 
a child's views about morality during the years from 
four to nine are dominated by the authority of parents 
or other adults. Duska contends that, "This marks 
the stage of moral growth, heteronomous morality or 
morality of constraint" (p. 63). Then, from age ten, 
onward, peer group influence becomes significant. 
This is the setting of broad social equality. "Children 
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begin to move toward moral autonomy, and the morality 
of cooperation starts to develop. This is the mature 
stage of moral growth" (p. 63). The most recent research 
supports most of Piaget's findings. 
Cortese (1984) asserts, "The cultural universal 
hypothesis of cognitive-development theory as developed 
by Piaget, and elaborated by Kohlberg, assumes that 
all individuals, regardless of culture, progress through 
the same series of six invariant stages in the 
development of moral judgment. The stages of moral 
development are transformations in the form of structure 
of thought rather than beliefs that are internalized 
from the environment. Therefore, Piaget and Kohlberg 
imply that individual differences in moral development 
should occur only at the rate at which individuals 
progress to their final point of development." Cortese 
asserts, "That Kohlberg's cross-cultural evidence 
supports the universal assumption concerning the first 
four stages, but not the entire developmental sequence." 
Consequently, Cortese claims, "Whether Stage Five 
and Six are more than representations of cultural 
specialization under determinable condition remains 
a question." Cortese further claims, "There is an 
apparent gap in Kohlberg's theory between moral reasoning 
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and moral action, because, given the underlying 
principles of universality and consistency, one's 
moral conduct should be predictable" (p. 15). 
McGinnis (1986) examines moral and spiritual 
development during the adolescent years, and discusses 
Piaget's theories of moral development. McGinnis 
presents data supporting a multi-dimensional model 
for moral development, in light of Piagetian and 
Kohlbergian approaches (p. 41). According to Allen 
(1988), "The Piagetian structural approach to moral 
reasoning can through curriculum activities, facilitate 
pre-schoolers' cognitive maturation and social 
interaction" (pp. 171-84). 
Kamii (1982) maintains that education should 
be concerned with the development of morally and 
intellectually autonomous individuals. He points 
out that autonomy means self-government by oneself, 
while heteronomy means being governed by someone else. 
Kamii contends that moral autonomy results from the 
application of "sanctions by reciprocity", in the 
context of mutual respect between adults and children. 
However, the author agrees with Piagetian theory, 
in that adults reinforce children's natural heteronomy 
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by using rewards and punishments. Alternatively, 
adults stimulate the development of autonomy when 
they fully exchange views with children. Piaget claims 
that "Children acquire moral values in the same way 
they acquire knowledge, by constructing beliefs 
internally through interaction with the environment" 
(p. 22). Withers (1982), however, argues that "Piaget's 
equilibrium concept does not adequately account for 
moral development." He claims, "There is no evidence 
to support the theoretical sequence of moral 
developmental stages." He further claims that "Piaget's 
theory is not a useful foundation for the design of 
a moral education curriculum" (pp. 157-66). 
Crittenden (1990) suggests that Piaget's loose 
historical concepts, associating rational morality 
with democratic ideas, could imply that moral maturity 
an be achieved only in a democracy. Crittenden also 
argues that in Piaget's work, "What seems to be needed 
in the end is a more rigorous study of stages of 
development in light of more fully worked out and 
more adequate conceptions of morality and its forms." 
"In addition," Crittenden adds, "Kohlberg's work on 
moral development might be thought to have satisfied 
these related needs more fully" (p. 73). 
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Piaget posited three phases of development in 
moral judgment: (a) egocentric morality, (b) morality 
of constraint, and (c) morality of cooperation. Piaget 
joined Binet in the early 1900's, developing and 
standardizing intelligence tests. This experience 
with children's responses led to his well known work, 
"Child's Reasoning". Piaget viewed the development 
of this cognition as a result of both biological 
maturation and learning through social experiences. 
His interdisciplinary studies make use of psychology, 
philosophy and sociology. Piaget viewed development 
as an interaction of maturation and learning, which 
focus on the tendency of the individual to systematize 
his/her thinking processes. Piaget's four incremental 
stages of cognitive development are: (a) sensorimotor, 
(b) preoperational, (c) concrete operational; and 
(d) formal operational which contributed to the knowledge 
of human development. 
In the next part of this section, attention is 
given to Piaget's structural-development, often referred 
to as "cognitive-structures". 
Structural-Development Perspective 
MacPhail (1986) describes Piaget's concepts 
regarding cognitive structures as containing the formal 
properties of thinking. These properties, or "structural 
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stages", are organizational entities that are 
qualitatively different from one another, and which 
follow a developmental sequence. MacPhail cites, 
"Piaget's theories are based on the idea that development 
is an interactive process between the organism and 
the environment, not merely an unfolding of psychic 
events shaped primarily by instincts" (p. 24). 
Piaget1s Theory of Cognitive Stages 
The following illustrates Piaget's four stages 
of development: sensorimotor, preoperations, concrete 
operations and formal operations are cited from 
(MacPhail, 1986, p. 25). 
Sensorimotor Operations 
During the sensorimotor period, the infant's 
learning is rooted in perceptual experience and aimless 
actions in response to his/her senses. The infant 
lacks the facility of language, and is in the process 
of developing symbolic structures, which later become 
the substratum for representational thinking and the 
organization of experience. 
Preoperations 
As the infant emerges from an entirely egocentric 
and symbiotic view of the world, he/she develops a 
sense of self and understanding of its separateness 
from others in the physical world. During this stage 
of development, the emerging self uses language to 
store mental images and symbols, but intuits in a 
freely spontaneous and exploratory way with relative 
unconcern for reality. Consequently, magical thinking 
and fantasies abound, defying logical concepts. 
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Concrete Operations 
During concrete operations, the self becomes 
reality-conscious. It tests problems in order to 
understand them, differentiates between fact and fantasy, 
and reverses logical operations such as height and 
quantity, and speed and distance. In addition, the 
self orders a series of objects that are systemized 
into discrete categories. Although this stage generally 
emerges between seven and twelve, it may persist 
throughout adulthood and stabilize as a form of thinking 
for one's entire life. 
Formal Operations 
During formal operations, the self develops 
logical-rational (or abstract) strategies to deal 
with problems. Because of its conceptual complexity, 
the self understands symbolic meanings, metaphors, 
and similes, draws implications, and makes 
generalizations. At the beginning of formal operations, 
the self orders classes of objects along a hierarchical 
lattice. Post formal operations allow the self to 
explore numerous possibilities and to develop hypotheses 
and plans of action in solving difficult problems. 
What Opper (1971) hopes to achieve by examining 
this theory is to describe the characteristics of 
these stages in terms of general overall structures, 
which become integrated. Opper suggests that, as 
development proceeds, the more elementary structures 
become incorporated into higher-level structures. 
Opper asserts that "Freud's stages of emotional 
development are characterized by their dominant traits: 
the oral stage, or the anal stage, or the narcissistic, 
or primary stage" (p. 117). However, Freud suggests 
that one of the characteristics predominates at any 
particular moment. 
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Opper attempts to find the overall structures 
in cognition, rather than specifying the dominant 
characteristics. He looks for total structures or 
systems with their own laws, systems which incorporate 
all their elements, and whose laws cover the entire 
set of elements in the system. These structures would 
then become integrated with development. 
Opper examined the perception by empiricists 
(Locke, Berkeley, Hume) of the development of the 
individual mind and concluded that it is a slow process. 
Gradually, the individual mind, consisting of complex 
ideas and expectations, begins to emerge. It is based 
on the co-existence and constant conjunction of sense 
quality. Authors Lock, Berkeley and Hume agree "that 
this botanical picture of the development of the mind 
is correct in one important respect: it singles out 
"consciousness" as the hallmark of the mind" (p. 47). 
Sullivan (1971) examines the cognitive theories 
of Kohlberg and Piaget in the realm of socialization. 
Sullivan found that Piaget's cognitive-developmental 
model described the stage and sequence of the acquisition 
of moral judgments, while Kohlberg's theory described 
the development of moral judgment. 
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As we look at the work of Lawrence Kohlberg, 
we shall see how Piaget's approach was a major influence 
in the development of his (1969) bolder theory of 
moral stages. The next section presents Kohlberg's 
theory of moral development. 
Theory of Moral Development 
Lawrence Kohlberg is one of the most important 
pioneers in the psychology of moral development. 
His work compliments, as well as expands, that of 
Piaget. 
Guska (1975) describes the introductory phase 
of his research. Kohlberg selects a group of fifty 
American males, ranging in age from ten to twenty-eight. 
He then interviewed them every three years for a period 
of eighteen years. At the end of study, Kohlberg 
was able to identify six very distinguishable 
orientations which became the basis for his six stages 
of moral development. Over the eighteen years, Kohlberg 
found that the subjects went through the same sequences 
of stages. Kohlberg cites, "Consequently, the rate 
of development differed, and therefore, all subjects 
did not reach the highest stages of moral development" 
(p. 43). In addition to this intensive study, Kohlberg 
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and his colleagues interviewed subjects from other 
cultures and countries. Their studies proved to be 
consistent with Kohlberg's theory previously described. 
Guska argues that ’’Kohlberg's interviews involved 
the presentation of a moral dilemma. Then, he sets 
up questions about the relevant dilemmas to probe 
for the subject's reason for recommending a specific 
course of action" (p. 44). 
Duska (1975) found that Kohlberg, like Piaget, 
does not concentrate on moral behavior, nor does he 
concern himself with people's statements about whether 
an action is right or wrong. Kohlberg cites, "What 
shows differences in moral maturity are the reasons 
given for why stealing an apple is wrong" (p. 44). 
Kohlberg utilizes a set of stories which involves 
a person or persons in a moral dilemma. He then sets 
up questions about the relevant dilemmas to probe 
for the subject's reason for recommending a specific 
course of action. 
In summary, what the researcher found was that 
scholars found moral judgment to be the most complex 
aspect of human development. There was certainly 
a need for additional research in this area to help 
achieve clarity concerning moral development, 
specifically in the classroom. 
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The next section offers a summary of Kohlberg's 
moral judgment stages. 
The Moral Judgment Stages 
In the initial phase of his research,. Kohlberg 
selected fifty American males, ranging in age from 
ten to twenty-eight, and interviewed them every three 
years for eighteen years. He identified six 
distinguishable orientations, which became the basis 
for his six stages of moral development. Over the 
years, Kohlberg found that the subjects went through 
the same sequence of stages, although the rate of 
development differed. And, as previously mentioned, 
all subjects did not necessarily reach the highest 
stages of moral development. 
Atkinson (1982) describes the development of 
theories of moral education, including those of William 
McGuffy, John Dewey, Jean Piaget and Kohlberg. His 
work illustrates the relationship of Kohlberg's stages 
of moral maturity to Piaget's stages of cognitive 
development. His criticism of Kohlberg's theory suggests 
"alternatives, including behavior modification and 
values clarification" (pp. 74-84). 
In addition to Kohlberg's six stages of moral 
development, he has devised a scoring system which 
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allow researchers to systematize varying answers to 
questions such as the "Heinz" and other dilemmas. 
Kohlberg's six stages, with two stages occurring at 
three very distinct levels, are (a) the pre-conventional, 
(b) the conventional, and (c) the post-conventional. 
Kohlberg's theory of the stages of moral development 
can be found in Appendix C. 
Guska (1975) perceives four major aspects of 
this theory that are reinforced by Kohlberg's studies: 
(a) stage development is invariant; (b) the subjects 
in stage development cannot comprehend moral reasoning 
at a stage more than one beyond their own; (c) the 
subjects in stage development are cognitively attracted 
to reasoning one level above their own level; and 
(d) movement through the stages are affected when 
cognitive disequilibrium is created. 
These four characteristics suggests that progress 
can only be orderly and systematic. A person at Stage 
Two, who differentiates between "good" and "bad" only 
on the basis of his own pleasure, cannot comprehend 
reasoning at Stage Four, which need not offer any 
promise of reward or pleasure. Guska cites, "A stage 
One person will be attracted by Stage Two reasoning, 
a Stage Two person by Stage Three reasoning, and so 
on. But a person whose cognitive outlook is inadequate 
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to cope with a given moral dilemma, will have to seek 
an entirely different solution of the problem" 
( p. 4:9 ) . 
The study attempted to achieve higher stage 
reasoning in subjects. The researcher contends that 
children need to respect morality, although they develop 
morality slowly and in stages. It is up to teachers 
and educators to teach children the process of thinking, 
and then to help them take on major responsibilities. 
An attempt was made to help subjects better understand 
the complexities of conflict and of moral decision-making 
and weave them together to enable them to wisely accept 
responsibility. This responsibility becomes increasingly 
important as the subjects develop language and the 
ability to follow directions and undertake tasks. 
Lickona (1988) maintains that "once children are involved 
in questions of moral reasoning, it is important to 
intensify the process and stretch their ability to 
think" (p. 33). Providing them the opportunity to 
make moral judgments about right and wrong is crucial 
during Stage Three of moral reasoning. 
Since moral reasoning develops in stages, it 
seems educationally sound to foster the school child 
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to better understand their world and environment. 
Lickona (1988) suggests to help children climb beyond 
each stage, it is vital to expose them to higher stages. 
"These qualities of stage development," cites 
Lickona, "have been verified time and again by research, 
and make sense if one looks at the development of 
one's cognitive capacity as a kind of orderly growth" 
(p. 84). 
Duska (1975) cites, "According to Kohlberg, up 
through Stage Four each stage represents a wider and 
more adequate perception of the social system and 
an ability to think more abstractly. Kohlberg arranges 
his six stages in pairs, locating each pair in one 
of three levels which he names respectively the 
pre-conventional, conventional and post-conventional 
levels. The orientations characteristic of these 
levels reflect specific differences in the wideness 
of the view of the social system and differences in 
one's ability to think beyond one's immediate concrete 
situation" (p. 49). At this point, the specific levels 
and stages which Kohlberg discovered were examined. 
Kohlberg defines the pre-conventional level as 
including Stages One and Two. At these levels, the 
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child is responsive to cultural rules and labels of 
"good" and "bad", and "right" and "wrong", but interprets 
these labels in terms of either the physical or the 
hedonistic consequences of action, or in terms of 
the physical power of those who define the rules and 
labels. This stage of development contains 
pre-adolescent children (ages 10-13), and also may 
include some adults who have been fixated in their 
development. 
At the pre-conventional level, when a child hears 
that something is "good" or "bad", he/she has a very 
different picture of the situation than does the adult. 
When Johnny says that "cheating is bad," he actually 
is saying either that "cheating will lead to punishments" 
or that "cheating will not bring me any rewards." 
The child at this level has a very narrow vision based 
entirely on his/her personal and concrete experiences. 
He/she sees no value in the rules themselves; they 
are simply indicators of which behavior will bring 
pleasure and which behavior will cause pain. This 
gives rise to an egoism (a concern for oneself) that 
reflects a lack of identity with society or a group. 
The child's experience is that older people are tougher, 
bigger, different and that they know things he/she 
does not. 
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The reasoning pattern which filters a child's 
perceptions would be such that should he/she hears 
an adult say that something is wrong, he would hear 
an implied threat of unpleasant consequences. Kohlberg 
found evidence in his studies with prisoners that 
some adults reason at Stage One or Two, concluding 
that cognitive ability and consequently some 
chronological age growth is necessary, but not 
sufficient conditions for stage development. Kohlberg 
contends that Stage One, the punishment and obedience 
stage, represents the physical consequences of an 
action that determines its goodness and badness, 
regardless of the human meaning of these consequences. 
Thus, the child attempts to avoid punishment (p. 53). 
Kohlberg calls "Stage Two that of instrumental 
relativist orientation. The subject at Stage Two 
believes he/she should look out for for him/herself, 
but be fair to those who are fair to him/her. By 
contrast "good" in Stage One thinking is characterized 
negatively as simply the avoidance of pain. 
Nevertheless, at Stage Two, the person begins to 
recognize that people share similar circumstances, 
and that cooperation is mutually beneficial" 
(p. 55). 
Guska (1975) cites, "The conventional level 
necessitates a move from the concrete egoistic view 
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to a cognitive recognition of the value of a group, 
of group practices, and of group rules. This level 
also moves from an evaluation of actions in terms 
of consequences, to their evaluation in terms of how 
well they fulfill the expectations of a group, 
regardless of the consequences to oneself" (p. 58). 
The Stage Three individual presumably will encounter 
different groups, each with conflicting expectations. 
If one is disturbed by such conflicts, he/she will 
again search for a more satisfying cognitive solution. 
Here develops the concept of a set of rules for society 
as a whole, a moral law which governs all persons 
and justifies or condemns existing groups of 
institutions. The abstract concept of moral law has 
been used by Kohlberg. A move to Kohlberg's Stage 
Four involves reaching the highest and most satisfying 
concept at the conventional level. 
Kohlberg's Stage Four orientation, toward authority, 
fixed rules and the maintenance of the social order, 
involves doing one's duty, respecting authority, and 
maintaining the existing social order. This stage 
contends that neither individuals nor groups are above 
the law. 
An Overview of Kohlberg1s Stage Paradigm 
Kohlberg (1958) claims that if a person spends 
his/her whole life doing what he/her has been told 
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to do by authority, merely because of fear of authority 
(Stage One), or because it will bring him/her pleasure 
(Stage Two), or because it is expected by the group 
(Stage Three), or because that is the law, (Stage 
Four), he/she has never really made moral decisions 
based on moral thinking. At a principled level, the 
individual must think for himself/herself and if he/she 
is to come to grips with a group with which he/she 
identifies, he/she must do so by himself/herself 
independently of those in authority. 
In expounding on Stage Five, Kohlberg describes 
two different ways of getting at those ideas or 
principles through which we judge the existing social 
order. He states that, "Stage Five is the social 
contract legalistic orientation. A Stage Five person, 
being disillusioned with a Stage Four certitude that 
held a fixed order, knows no authority to adjudicate. 
Hence, rational considerations of social utility, 
democratically agreed upon and subject to review and 
reform, seem to be the best answer" (p. 69). 
A Stage Five person thinks that it is important 
to keep your word and to be honest in your dealings 
with others. 
In Stage Five, one also distinguishes between 
areas of personal freedoms. A person is entitled 
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to his own beliefs, practices and opinions, so long 
as these do not hurt anyone. Where this does happen, 
legislation can correct the situation. The law in 
Stage Four is fixed a given, which gives order to 
society. The law in Stage Five, however, is the creation 
of men who tried to frame laws concerning their vision 
of the common good. Hence, law is man's creation 
and he/she need not be an idolater of the law. 
Guska (1975) asserts that, "In Kohlberg's Stage 
Six, the universal ethical principle orientation is 
the highest level of development in moral reasoning." 
"Right," according to Kohlberg, "is defined by the 
decision of conscience in accord with self-chosen 
ethical principles appealing to logical 
comprehensiveness, universality and consistency. 
Stage Six thinking is concerned with the logic of 
moral reasoning" (p. 79). 
Rest (1989) examines three areas of Kohlberg's 
work: (a) the cognitive model underlying morality, 
(b) the exploration of other psychological constructs 
of morality, and (c) the new approaches to moral 
education. Evidence suggests future applications 
of these issues in the field of moral development- 
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Fox (1989) deals with the misconceptions that 
prevail regarding moral education, and the need for 
an understanding of morality. Fox also alleges, "There 
is a need for further research in the area" 
(pp. 20-25). Sullivan (1988) criticizes Dewey's and 
Kohlberg's theory, arguing that they fail to achieve 
their espoused societal goals because of their emphasis 
on individualism. He provides linguistic evidence 
for this argument, and urges a renewed dialogue on 
the progressive education heritage which reflects 
the social consciousness of the best religious and 
civic traditions (pp. 1-9). 
Goble's (1988) research in Human Development 
reexamines Piaget's conception of the roles of intention 
and consequence as the basis for moral judgments. 
To assess these implications, Goble uses Kohlberg's 
stage concepts of the homogeneity of moral reasoning. 
His study examines the effects of the manipulation 
of the severity of consequence in moral dilemmas on 
the moral judgments of adults. Goble hypothesizes 
that, "Adults sometimes make moral judgments based 
on the outcome of a situation, rather than on the 
actor's intent" (pp. 17-19). Goble's findings indicate 
that consequences can affect moral judgment, with 
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more severe consequences resulting in more negative 
judgments. 
The assumption of the researcher was that once 
the educator understands the young child from the 
inside, the instructor can then begin to tune into 
where they are in the development of moral understanding. 
The concept of stages should aid teachers and educators 
in understanding the moral development of the individual 
child. This lessens the expectation that children 
have reached a point where, in reality they are not 
ready to be, in terms of moral development. 
Nucci (1988) describes how Kohlberg1s work has 
gained influence in different lines of research. 
Nucci presents observations regarding the impact of 
Kohlberg's work on the field of moral education, as 
well as how it has affected his own work in the field. 
In Kurtines and Gewirtz (1984, Chapter 13) Robert 
Liebert attempts to define moral development. He 
states, "In approaching the question of moral 
development, two different paradigms, the absolutist 
and the relativist, have guided theory and research." 
Liebert asserts, "The absolutist paradigm is that 
the prevailing literature on moral development has 
been dominated by two related propositions: (a) there 
is a universal progression of stages or levels in 
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human moral development, and (b) there are universal 
moral principles found at the end of the progression, 
the cultivation of which will elevate the human 
condition" (p. 178). Kuhn (1962, 1970) takes two 
propositions for a paradigm. First, it has its roots 
in the psychological writings of William McDougall, 
who views humans as endowed with a moral instinct. 
Secondly, McDougall's concept that increasing moral 
goodness is based on sets of direct precedent for 
the contemporary absolutist paradigm. McDougall's 
basic concept is much like the one promulgated by 
moral absolutists. Nevertheless, a related question 
does exist: Is there a universal progression of stages 
or levels in human moral development? Liebert points 
out that most of the evidence bearing on this proposition 
question comes from research on hypothetical dilemmas. 
In such research, subjects are presented with a 
hypothetical situation and asked to offer a moral 
judgment regarding the actors or their actions. Liebert 
cites, "Moral judgment encompasses a number a quite 
different specific measures. These measures are intended 
to tap the subject's underlying moral reasoning and 
to demonstrate that the basis for such reasoning changes 
in a stagelike way" (p. 179). 
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Moral dilemma research can be traced back to 
the late nineteenth century (Johnson, 1962). However, 
it is the work of Piaget and Kohlberg that has made 
moral dilemma research famous. 
According to Liebert, in Piaget's work there 
is a natural shift in moral development coincident 
with the cognitive transition from preoperational 
to operational thought at age seven. The child then 
begins for the first time to consider and utilize 
information about subjective intent in making moral 
judgments involving others. Piaget presents his subjects 
with a pair of vignettes involving protagonists whose 
actions varied in both their intentions and in the 
consequences they brought and asked subjects which 
protagonist was right or wrong. 
Liebert reports both Piaget's data and many other 
subsequent studies (including a study by Bandura from 
a different theoretical perspective) seem to show 
that very young children tend to judge the rightness 
or wrongness of acts solely on the basis of consequences. 
A significant shift occurs between the ages of six 
and eight. According to Liebert, authors, Bandura 
& McDonald (1963); Johnson (1962); MacRae (1954) report 
that the "intentions of the actor and related subjective 
considerations come to be given some weight for the 
first time" (p. 191). 
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This study attempted to use realistic moral 
discussions to suggest to young children that certain 
things are "wrong". The importance of honesty is 
vital at the primary grades. It was the assumption 
of the researcher that much can be accomplished by 
real-life story dilemma discussions and role-taking 
activities centered around the teaching of universal 
values. 
Research has already established that stealing, 
lying, fighting, envy, jealousy and cruelty could 
be triggered by hidden feelings of rejection. L.ickona 
(1988) suggests that class meetings are a good way 
to challenge Stage One's assumption that grown-ups 
dictate all the rules. Children can begin to resolve 
daily conflicts by moral discussions and shared 
decision-making. Class meetings encourage everyone 
to express their views, thus enhancing self-esteem. 
Kurtines and Gewirtz (1984) reviewed the most 
celling empirical critique, namely that in "Piaget's 
method the conceptual dependent variable (relative 
weight given to intentions and consequences) is 
confounded with the order in which information about 
intentions and consequences is presented." The authors 
further describe the importance of this order effect. 
It has been demonstrated in three studies: (Austin, 
Ruble, & Trabasso, 1977; Feldman, Kolosson, Parsons, 
Rholes, & Ruble, 1976; Nummendal & Bass, 1976), all 
of which have shown that children are more likely 
to take an actor's intentions into account when they 
learn of these intentions after they learn about the 
consequences (he did not intend to do so, but he broke 
15 cups), as in the traditional Piagetian format. 
This interpretation receives strong support from the 
Austin, Ruble, and Trabasso (1977) study, in which 
five year-old children were found to be just as likely 
to make moral judgments on the basis of intention 
as were ten year-old children. The authors concluded 
that the "observed difference between the moral judgments 
of older and younger children rest strictly on cognitive 
grounds, and does not reflect an additional change 
in underlying values or moral understanding" (p. 180). 
In summary, Kohlberg saw structural patterns 
in moral development. He theorized that there were 
six stages of moral development, divided into three 
distinct levels, with two stages each. He discussed 
and concentrated on moral reasoning rather than on 
moral behavior. He absolutely avoided assigning a 
specific age to stages, since the variation of each 
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stage is so great. Kohlberg defines the three levels 
of development, as well as distinguishing between 
these developmental stages. The examples are offered 
to better understand the criteria that distinguishes 
what development involves. 
Moral Judgment Development 
Jean Piaget's "Moral Judgment of the Child" includes 
the construction of his complex logico-mathematical 
models. Kohlberg and his collaborators considerably 
refined and extended Piaget's earlier work. Piaget's 
investigations of moral development emphasized the 
verbally communicated judgments that children from 
five to thirteen make when stories involving a moral 
component are posed to them. Piaget does not focus 
on the relationship between those judgments and behavior, 
but does state that, "Children's behavior may reflect 
a developmental lag." "It is possible that they may 
act out actions in the moral sphere that are more 
sensitively related to others than their conceptualized 
version of morality would suggest" (pp. 17-18). 
Piaget assesses how children develop attitudes 
toward rules, pointing out the importance of such 
development, since one's attitude regarding rules 
constitute the essence of morality. Piaget describes 
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the first rule as a "morality of constraint," in which 
deference to external authority is the primary 
characteristic. The second rule is a "morality of 
cooperation," in which group solidarity and mutual 
respect are paramount (p. 13). He also refers to 
it as the stage of autonomy, which corresponds to 
the period of concrete operations. 
The stories Piaget designed to test children's 
responses to moral situations were based upon familiar 
situations (their everyday experiences). In his earlier 
work, he sought to uncover the child's spontaneous 
thoughts about how the world is made, and about its 
natural phenomena. For example, he observed two stages 
in child's play with marbles: (a) "Motoric" habits 
and desire dictate such play in the first stage; and 
(b) an "egocentric" stage may begin between two and 
five, and will extend to the age of seven. Piaget 
suggests that these refer to "incipient cooperation" 
to reflect the budding of social activity. A stage 
that pivots on the codification of rules and becomes 
manifest at about eleven or twelve. At this point, 
the fine details of each rule and variation are carefully 
worked out and consensually acknowledged. 
Piaget defines three stages in the development 
of conscious attitudes toward rules. They do not. 
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however, all coincide exactly with the chronological 
unfolding of actual practice in the game. "The first 
stage," he claims, "is one lacking in consciousness 
of the coercive or obligatory element in rules. The 
second stage in consciousness of rules begins at about 
four or five and extends to about eight or nine. 
During this period, the child conclusively experiences 
the coercive element in rules. The third stage in 
such consciousness starts about ten, and extends 
throughout the phase of codification" (pp. 27-28). 
In summary, Piaget's work on the child's moral 
development expanded into both sociology and social 
psychology. Three influential theorists, Durkheim, 
Bovet and Baldwin were treated at length by Piaget. 
Rosen (1980) demonstrates that Durkheim, a French 
sociologist, formulated a theory of morality whose 
ultimate source was society and whose major aim was 
conformity to society's rules. Piaget describes children 
as inhabiting a society of peers and, hence, not being 
exclusively subject to adult authority. Piaget's 
formulations lead him to favor a democratic society, 
and one which stresses the student's own initiative, 
within the school. 
Bovet holds that a sense of obligation arises 
when commands are issued by those whom one respects. 
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Rosen states, "A difficulty inherent in Bovet's 
formulation is that, since assent is compelled by 
unilateral respect, the rule promulgated by an authority 
may not be intrinsically good" (p. 30). Piaget 
emphasizes that respect allows for a shift from 
unilateral to mutual respect. The transition to 
mutuality is a qualitatively different stage, which 
Piaget maintains eliminates coercion and invokes 
reciprocity, thus assuring the formation of rational 
rules subject to mutual regulation. 
Baldwin elaborates on the point that, at birth, 
there exists no sense of self, and that it is only 
by interacting with other individuals and especially 
by imitation that it can be acquired. Generated in 
the process is an "ideal self," which is a kind of 
internalized command, imitating the authority from 
which it sprung. It serves to convey what one ought 
to become. Piaget argues that while imitation will 
illuminate for us what we have in common with others, 
it does not promote a particularized self. However, 
Baldwin's research proved to be significant to the 
work of Piaget and Kohlberg. 
In the following section, it becomes clear that 
social perspective-taking is a very necessary part 
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of moral judgment building, and therefore should be 
utilized in the story dilemma intervention. 
Perspective-Taking 
Rosen (1980) cites, "As long as the child remains 
embedded in his own perspective, he will be unable 
to progress in his capacity for moral reasoning" 
(p. 30). Rosen further describes "the young child 
as being unable to possess a point of view different 
from his own. Therefore, in his interpersonal relations, 
he acts as if peers and adults share his limited outlook. 
Egocentriality for example, represents this position. 
The egocentric child will be viewed simply as one 
who centers upon his own point of view and is unaware 
of the views of others" (p. 33). The egocentric child 
also suffers from decentralization, the inability 
to see things from the perspectives of others. 
The ability to see things from the perspectives 
of others is called role-taking. Both Piaget and 
Kohlberg regard role-taking as a pivotal concept in 
Tiheir respective theories of moral development. Both 
viewed it as a link between the necessary 
cognitive-structural development and the integral 
relationships to contemporary moral stage theory. 
The leading figures in this field are Piaget, Feffer, 
Flavell, and Selman. 
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After a thorough examination, MacPhail (1986) 
found that Selman's five stages of social development 
exist across four formal domains. These involve a 
social-cognitive understanding of the individual, 
friendship, peer group, and parent-child relations. 
In the next section, MacPhail offers Selman's 
four stages of development as a comprehensive theory 
of social development. They clearly establish how 
less developed adults are arrested at earlier stages, 
limiting their understanding of interpersonal events. 
Selman's Theory of Social Perspective-Taking 
Selman (1986) maintains that, "Perspective-taking 
involves a developing understanding of: (a) how human 
points of view are related and coordinated with one 
another; and (b) how the intrinsic social and 
psychological characteristics of individuals are 
conceived. Consequently, it depends on one's cognitive 
capacity to develop socially. The greater the cognitive 
capacity, the greater capacity for meaningful social 
relations" (p. 469). The following stages frame a 
clear view of MacPhail's explication of Selman's theory 
of social perspective-taking. 
Stage 0 (Ages 3 to 6) 
Although the self is physically differentiated 
from others, it confuses subjective feelings with 
physical events, such as intention with actual behavior, 
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thus lacking an understanding of causality and viewing 
the world only through the self's lens. 
Friendship is based on similarities with the 
self, and trust is defined by behavior judged as either 
good or bad. Group organization and cohesion are 
not determined by interpersonal bonds, but by the 
physical activities involved. The self's needs for 
its parents are specific, immediate and physical in 
nature. 
Stage 1 (Ages 5 to 6) 
The self differentiates between physical and 
psychological events, intentional and unintentional 
acts, and recognizes that "other" may have dissimilar 
thoughts and feelings, thus demonstrating a budding 
awareness of causality. 
However, the self experiences several emotions 
that cannot be adequately coordinated at one time, 
tends to look at friendships from its own perspective, 
and defines trust in terms of a faith in the "other's" 
motives. Group cohesion is the outcome of adhering 
to an arbitrary authority figure and performing isolated 
but helpful acts that either please others or benefit 
the self. The self views parents as showing good 
intentions when they provide material support and 
affection, while a good child is one who obeys his/her 
parents. 
Stage 2 (Ages 7 to 12) 
With the onset of concrete operations, the self 
is capable of reflecting on its own thoughts and actions 
and realizes that others have the same capacity. 
At this stage, there is a recognition of a hidden 
reality of true thoughts and feelings in which one 
does things not intended. Hence, the self is aware 
that both self and other can deceive another or itself. 
Because the self now reverses operations, it 
defines friendship not merely by sharing activities, 
but by revealing inner feelings and treasured secrets. 
Group organization is the sum of dyadic relations, 
not a shared whole, in which interdependence, 
cooperation, and reciprocity are connected to the 
nature of these relationships. The self begins to 
appreciate parents' generosity, understands the basis 
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for invoking punishments, and differentiates between 
parents' intentions and their actions. However, a 
bias toward the self's point of view affects the thinking 
of the self in each of these areas. 
Stage 3 (Ages 10 to 15) 
As the self makes another cognitive shift to 
basic formal operations, it develops the capacity 
to see the "other" as having a system of attitudes 
and values, an advance that derives from stepping 
outside of itself and coordinating the perspectives 
of self and other simultaneously. 
The self appreciates that self and other may 
experience mixed emotions, thoughts and motives. 
It also understands friendship as a shared endeavor 
based on mutual support and confidence, rather than 
reciprocal collaboration (which primarily benefits 
the self). Groups are homogeneous and share similar 
interests and beliefs in which social convention and 
conformity are reinforced. The self understands how 
parents nurture its maturity, sense of competence, 
and self-esteem, and believe that talking about things 
leads to the resolution of conflict. 
Friendship is continually being formed and 
transformed, which helps shape the identity of the 
self. Trust and intimacy involve a respect for 
individual differences, as well as needs for dependency 
and closeness. Group organization is based on 
contractual agreements and formal regulations that 
can be extended to an entire society. Parent-child 
relationships are seen as undergoing continual change; 
interdependence and autonomy are redefined as the 
self matures. 
The remainder of this section examines various 
studies conducted on role-taking. As previously 
mentioned, role-taking is considered to be a link 
to contemporary moral stage theory between the necessary 
cognitive-structural development and integral 
relationships. 
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Role-Taking 
Flaveli's (1974) analysis of what children need 
ho develop iron precept knowledge development are 
in his four skill components: (a) existence, (b) need, 
(c) inference, and d) application. The existence 
component refers to the child's knowledge that there 
are such things as rental states, thoughts, precepts 
and emotion. The absence of any existence knowledge 
would constitute Placet!an egocentrism at its most 
profound. The need component means tacit or explicit 
recognition by children that certain situations call 
for their effort, to obtain knowledge about another 
person's mental state. The inference component refers 
to the actual ability to obtain this knowledge about 
the other person's perspective, by using inference 
or some other process. Finally, Beilin and Pufall 
(1952) maintain that the application component refers 
to the ability to apply this perceptional knowledge 
to the situation at hand. 
Uphoff (1983) conducted a study using twenty-six 
(26) disorderly male subjects to examine the 
relationship between perspective-taking, social behavior 
and affective language. The results indicated that 
perspective-takers spent less time "alone" 
on-task, received less attention from adults, and 
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shared more than their non-perspective-taking peers. 
Perspective-takers also spent more time in neutral 
interaction with other children than did 
non-perspective-takers. Finally, perspective-takers 
used a greater variety of affective words in response 
to the Chandler role-taking measure. A longitudinal 
investigation, by Iannotti (1977), examines the effects 
of role-taking training procedures on the social and 
cognitive behavior of children. Iannotti examined 
two types of experiences on role-taking. Altruism, 
empathy and aggression were investigated in six and 
nine year old boys. The results indicated that boys 
from the two training conditions showed increased 
role-taking and altruistic behaviors when compared 
to the control group. 
As egocentrism declines, perspectivism increases. 
Kohlberg takes a strong stand on perspectives on 
role-taking. He is explicit in citing the following 
characteristics of role-taking: 
Role-taking emphasizes the cognitive and the 
affective side. It involves an organized structural 
relationship between self and others, as well 
as emphasizes the process that involves 
understanding and relating to all the roles in 
the society of which one is a part. Role-taking 
goes on in all social interactions and communication 
situations, often arousing emotions of sympathy 
or empathy, (p. 39) 
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Kohlberg, in "Stage and Sequence," presents his 
view on role-taking in a lengthy tract in which he 
formulates the cognitive-developmental position on 
socialization. Kohlberg's predecessors in this concern 
are Baldwin, Mead and Piaget. 
Rosen (1980) defines the role-taking capacity 
as one that enables one to respond to his own behavior 
as seen through the eyes of another. He cites, "The 
social matrix is comprised of a number of selves that 
are like the self of the subject, but are not identical 
with it. The essence of a moral conflict pivots around 
competing and oppositional claims among two or more 
selves. The key to resolution resides in the moral 
agent's role-taking ability, which will be variously 
invoked, depending upon his stage of development" 
(p. 40). 
Peer group interaction is a major avenue providing 
role-taking opportunities for children. Both Kohlberg 
and Piaget stress the importance of this social activity 
for general moral development, however, both authors 
deny that it promotes growth in specific Piagetian 
identified moral dimensions, such as intentionality 
in making judgments. Rest's (1979) evidence suggests 
that many adults do not reach the highest levels of 
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moral judgment, and so presumably make decisions with 
less adequate conceptual tools. Yet, the moral decisions 
that modern people must make are becoming more 
complicated in our personal and corporate lives. 
The author cites government leaders who corrupt the 
very institutions they head, difficult tradeoffs between 
ecology and economic development, and the prospects 
of overpopulation, mass famine and economic collapse. 
Kohlberg, Levine and Hewer (1983) describe reasons 
that are somewhat different from Gilligan's. Higgins 
et al (1981) who became interested in questions of 
responsibility, and adapted Gilligan's perspective 
to assess the moral judgments of students who were 
members of a high school's just communities. Kohlberg 
claims that, "The educational efforts made in just 
community schools were not oriented just to developing 
a fair democratic society, or 'gesellschaft', enchancing 
students' right; they were also oriented to forming 
a cohesive school community, or 'gemeinschaft', in 
which participation would lead to a sense of caring 
and responsibility for other students and the school 
community" (p. 26). Peters (1981) cites, "A person 
can know what, in general, is right or wrong, and 
also be clear why it is so. Nevertheless, he/she 
may be an ideologue, that is, a person with no 
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judgment about the application of rules to particular 
cases. Very often rules conflict, and judgment is 
required to see under what circumstances a person 
is justified in making an exception to a rule" 
(p. 37). 
MacPhail (1986) cites, "Moral judgment is a 
prescription of what one ought to do based on principles 
of justice, a valuing process which Kohlberg claims 
is an inherent function of human beings" (p. 46). 
The next section discusses the deontic judgments 
concerning what is morally right. 
Deontic Judgment 
According to Frankena (1963), there are two kinds 
of moral judgments; deontic and the judgment of 
responsibility. A deontic judgment is a judgment 
that an act is "right", or obligatory. Deontic judgment 
typically derive from a rule or a principle. The 
deontic question asks, "following which rule is right?" 
(p. 29). When rules or norms conflict, a principle 
seems required. Kohlberg and Candee suggest that 
a model of the relationship between moral judgment 
and moral action emphasizes the mediating judgments 
of deontic choice and proposed responsibility. As 
previously mentioned, a deontic judgment refers to 
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one regarding what is morally right, while a judgment 
of responsibility is a commitment to act on one's 
deontic judgment. 
Rest (1975) examines three studies that indicate 
a monotonic relationship between stages of moral 
reasoning and the performance of moral action. These 
are. reviewed. An analysis of these situations supports 
the proposition that the relationship is due in some 
cases to an increase in judgments of responsibility 
at higher stages, and in other cases to both this 
phenomenon and to the increased likelihood that subjects 
at each higher stage will make Stage Five deontic 
choices. Moral action among lower-stage subjects 
is explained by the construct of substage. 
Blasi (1983) asserts that moral judgments, before 
leading to moral action, at times proceed through 
a second set of rules, the criteria or responsibility. 
The transition from judgment of responsibility to 
action is supported by the tendency toward self 
consistency. Following an action inconsistent with 
one's judgment responsibility, guilt is experienced 
as an emotional response to the inconsistency within 
the self. 
Selman (1980) shows how deontic choice is tied 
to stage and substages, in the sense that where all 
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universalizable moral principles lead to a single 
alternative as being "more moral," that choice will 
be made almost invariably by persons at Stage Five. 
A judgment of responsibility is also tied to both 
moral stage and substage, as well as to moral action, 
in that subjects at each higher stage and substage 
should more often hold themselves responsible for 
carrying their deontic choices into practice. 
Rest (1980) describes moral dilemmas where young 
adults (age 18-24) formulate spontaneously, and examine 
the relationship between these dilemmas and the subject's 
environment and then scores them on a standardized 
test. The participants completed a Defining Issues 
Test (DIT), Comprehension or Moral Attitudes Test, 
Law and Order Test of Political Attitudes, a written 
moral dilemma test, and a short personal questionnaire. 
At the end of the tests, subjects were asked to describe 
their own moral dilemmas. The most important findings 
of the study were that the moral dilemmas that young 
adults wrote about were extremely diverse and changeable 
over time. "The tendency of the subjects was to describe 
their dilemmas from three perspectives: social issues 
such as abortion, gay rights and the arms race; personal 
problems; and general causes of human conflict such 
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as greedy people and corrupt governments. Subjects 
with more education tended to relate slightly to more 
social dilemmas" (p. 28). Rest wanted to test the 
impact of higher education on moral judgment development. 
The study discusses the nature of moral judgment as 
well as reviews previous studies which link higher 
education to moral judgment. Rest presents the results 
of a longitudinal study which compares college and 
non-college subjects. The study discusses the 
motivational and cognitive theories of moral education. 
The goal of the motivational theory is to change the 
individual's motives from selfish, impulsive and unsocial 
to altruistic, disciplined and social. The cognitive 
theory portrays the goal of education as developing 
the individual's understanding about how people interact 
with each other. 
Lawrence Kohlberg's six stages of moral development 
and a review of research on the impact of higher 
education on moral judgment as measured by the DIT, 
constitutes the largest data base on a single measure 
of moral judgment. The results indicate that changes 
in moral development occur over long periods of time, 
and apparently not through the teaching of specific 
doctrines. The Longitudinal Study was conducted to 
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determine if college students show greater gains in 
moral judgment development than non-college students. 
The fifty-nine (59) subjects were tested during high 
school, two years after, than four years after the 
initial test. Thirty-eight (38) subjects had gone 
to college, while eighteen (18) had not (for three 
subjects the classification was ambiguous). Participants 
in the third testing completed the DIT, the Comprehension 
of Moral Concepts Test, Law and Order Political 
Attitudes, and a "life history." Findings indicated 
that higher education fosters development in moral 
judgment. 
Keller (1991) attempts to define the development 
of moral responsibility in friendship. The author 
needed to establish the reasoning about moral 
responsibilities among ninety-seven (97) subjects 
who were assessed at the ages of seven, nine, twelve 
(12) and fifteen (15) years. An assessment was 
undertaken of: (a) general reasoning about the moral 
obligation of promise-keeping, (b) general reasoning 
about responsibilities in friendship, and (c) 
situation-specific reasoning about promise-keeping 
and close friendship in a conflict between best friends 
involving promise-keeping. The results indicated 
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that knowledge about promise-keeping develops before 
a general understanding of closeness in friendship. 
Promise-keeping is used as both a practical and a 
moral reason in decision-making from an early age. 
Friendship is used as a practical reason from an early 
age, while its use as a moral reason develops later. 
The author also found marked developmental trends 
in establishing consistency between moral judgment 
and action choice, which peaks at age fifteen (15). 
In summary, moral judgment is a complex one. 
However, research findings indicated that moral judgment 
could be stimulated by moral dilemma discussions. 
The research further shows that ones' own moral maturity 
is a long process that needs to be nurtured on a 
continual basis. Damon (1977) was able to establish 
that methods, problems, uses, and misuses of the 
measurements of moral development show how educational 
programs are shaped. However, Damon claims that, 
"real-life situations should be used instead of 
hypothetical ones in teaching social values to children" 
(pp. 13-15). 
In the third section, story dilemma discussions 
are presented to promote an understanding of moral 
education, and the teaching of values. 
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Story Dilemma Discussions 
Kohlberg and Blatt (1968) began their discussion 
of hypothetical moral dilemmas in Jewish religious 
schools. The authors felt strongly that the cognitive 
stimulation of moral discussions where children are 
able to hear themselves and others argue at different 
stages of moral reasoning would create movement to 
the next stage for the children involved in their 
study. Kohlberg's first hypotheses was that development 
occurred slowly over the years, and resulted from 
the natural interaction between the child and his 
social environment, his parents and peers. Kohlberg 
discovered that development could be stimulated by 
interventions. 
Blatt (1969) was able to move subjects up an 
average of one-third of a step in their moral reasoning. 
One-third of the children reasoned one stage higher 
at the end of the twelve-week intervention of moral 
dilemma discussion. Blatt and Kohlberg (1975) began 
a large-scale study. This study, undertaken with 
Fenton (1976, 1977), focused on hypothetical moral 
discussions in ninth-grade civics classes in Boston 
area schools. Twenty classrooms participated in this 
study for one academic school year. They received 
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the moral judgment interview as a pretest and 
posttest. No change was found in any of the control 
classes nor in one-half of the experimental classes. 
However, a one-third stage change was reported in 
the experimental classes. They had two characteristics 
not found in the unsuccessful classrooms: (a) there 
was a mixture of stage present in the subject's 
reasoning; and (b) the facilitator used Socratic probing 
for reasoning; by constantly asking the question "Why?" 
The findings showed that the change was sustained 
after one-year. Furthermore, the change was established 
as a genuine development. 
In Blatt and Kohlberg's conclusion, moral education 
is best achieved as a natural process of dialogue 
among peers, while teachers and curricula should 
facilitate the presentations of challenging moral 
dilemmas. The most meaningful fact found in the study 
was that one year after the study ended, there had 
been an essentially superficial integration of moral 
dilemmas in the curriculum. Recent research shows 
that this is due primarily because of the inconsistency 
in the teaching of moral education. 
Mosher (1980), and Mosher and Sullivan (1976), 
implemented the discussion of moral issues by teaching 
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teachers counseling skills and discussing real dilemmas 
with the subjects in the context of peer counseling 
classes. Kohlberg (1975) learned from his study that 
teachers and subjects wanted to discuss real moral 
issues, not merely hypothetical moral issues. 
Three major concepts were clearly established in this 
study: (a) that an upward stage change is possible 
and will be lasting when the subjects and their teacher 
engage in challenging moral dilemma discussions; 
(b) that a mixture of view points and different stages 
of reasoning were necessary for moral reasoning 
development; and (c) that teachers desired a hand 
in using moral dilemmas in ways they felt would enhance 
their curricula and teaching. 
Linn's (1991) work analyzing real-life moral 
dilemmas of Israeli city and Kibbutz adolescents 
contributed to Gilligan's theory as originally conceived 
by Kohlberg of knowledge of adolescent moral development. 
What Gilligan implies is that Kohlberg's view of the 
adolescent as a moral philosopher limits the 
understanding of the moral development of female 
adolescents, who use both care and justice in their 
self-descriptions within existing relationships. 
Hayes (1991) presents evidence that clearly supports 
the conclusion that an understanding of the dynamics 
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of self-development within the social context of a 
group is necessary to curriculum development. That 
group work is central to successful implementation 
of any ethics education program implies that group 
discussion of relevant moral dilemmas ought to be 
part of ethics education. 
Moral dilemmas have been used to promote attitude 
changes. Webster and Garrod (1990) deal with sixteen 
Canadian graduate students in education psychology 
who interviewed two Indian subjects using Kohlberg's 
moral dilemmas and Gilligan's real-life problems. 
"Student attitudes toward Indians were positively 
affected by the subject self-disclosure" (pp. 15-22). 
LeCapitaine (1987) focuses dilemma intervention on 
the subject's feelings and feeling content. LeCapitaine 
found that the combination of conditions manifested 
significantly greater gains in moral development than 
did other conditions. However, LeCapitaine states, 
"All conditions exhibited significant gains in emotional 
development" (pp. 372-378). 
Gruber and Voneche (1977) describe "Judgment 
and Reasoning in the Child" (1924) and "Language and 
Thought" (1925) as the primary base of three significant 
studies: The first deals with the relation between 
74 
grammar and logic as Piaget understood them. It analyzes 
children's use and understanding of causality and 
discordance conjunctions, such as "because", "thus", 
and so forth. The conclusion is that children seem 
to understand and use these conjunctions according 
to rules of logic that differ substantially for their 
use and understanding from adult rules of logic. 
Secondly, Piaget suggests that "the primacy of thought 
over language places the origin of thought in action" 
(pp. 90-91). He uses the test questions to extend 
discussion with the child. During the conversation, 
the experimenter tries to bring forth the best of 
the child's conception of a specific problem by following 
all the meanderings of the flow of thinking. Finally, 
Piaget investigates notions of relativity; the brother 
relationship; and the definition of a family. Piaget 
draws very interesting conclusions, such as the absence 
of a principle of contradiction in children's reasoning, 
and reasoning by the mere juxtaposition of elements 
of thought or information. The most interesting of 
these conclusions is the focus on the problem of mental 
reversibility and its absence in prelogical children. 
Rest (1979) responds to Kohlberg's moral reasoning 
study when he reveals mental structures directly. 
The response of children and adolescents to Kohlberg's 
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hypothetical dilemmas were clearly structurally patterned 
and clearly their own. Though often attempting to 
conform and to give "the right answer," the subjects 
gave reasons far from what Kohlberg expected, reasons 
with their own clear inner logic. Rest states, "These 
constructions convinced Kohlberg of the second major 
assumption of Piaget's cognitive-developmental approach, 
the stage assumption, in which these cognitive 
constructions were qualitatively unique and proceeded 
through an invariant sequence or order. An elaboration 
and reassertion of Piaget's stage approach added fourth, 
fifth and sixth stages to the three stages of moral 
judgment described by Piaget (1932). For theoretical 
guidance in interpreting Kohlberg's later stages, 
researchers usually turned to MacDougall (1908), Dewey 
(1895), Mead (1934), and particularly to Baldwin (1906). 
Kohlberg's data led him to question many details of 
Piaget's work" (p. viii). 
Rest (1979) represented a second major step in 
the research history. He launched his work when only 
two basic efforts had been made to validate the stages 
described in Kohlberg's (1958) dissertation. Kohlberg 
and Turiel replicated Kohlberg's studies in other 
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cultures, in Turkey, Taiwan and Yucatan. These studies 
indicated that group age trends showed the same type 
of thought developing in the same order. Blatt (1969) 
demonstrated that classroom dilemma discussion led 
to moral judgment advancement in line with the stage 
sequence model. Yondo (1978) reports in his work 
a greater susceptibility of modeling effects for children 
whose initial moral reasoning was particularly low 
(Keasey, 1973; Tracy and Cross, 1973), or high (Rothman, 
1976; Turiel and Rothman, 1972). 
The review suggests that the implications of 
the moral reasoning studies for cognitive-level questions 
are ambiguous, and that the major difficulties that 
hinders further research are centered upon the problems 
of measuring the level of moral reasoning. The authors 
further suggest that, "this issue is of central 
importance since, for a Piagetian theorist, the choices 
made in responding to moral dilemmas are of less value 
in indicating the child's stage level than are the 
kinds of reasons the child offers in explaining his/her 
choices" (pp. 55-56). 
Kruger and Tomasello (1986) investigate whether 
children's use of reasoning differs in child-child 
and adult-child discussion of moral dilemmas. There 
is support for Piaget's contentions that moral 
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discussions with peers feature a more spontaneous 
use of reasoning than do discussions with adults. 
Hanson (1985) attempts to develop a test of moral 
reasoning on ethical decision-making in occupational 
therapy. To develop test items, twenty-two therapists 
were interviewed. They were asked to describe common 
moral dilemmas. The five most common types described 
were: (a) deciding the most appropriate type of 
intervention, (b) disagreeing with the referring 
professional on appropriate intervention, (c) disagreeing 
with other health care team members about the appropriate 
intervention, (d) constraints due to the type of 
facility, and (e) disagreeing with the family about 
appropriate intervention methods. Subjects were tested 
and results were compared to results on the Defining 
Issues Test. No correlation was found. Although 
this was unexpected, the subjects' scores for both 
tests were higher than were practicing therapists' 
scores, possibly due to the subjects being sophisticated 
in testing or to a decline in the level of moral 
reasoning by practicing therapists. 
The effects of group discussion, using Kohlberg's 
stages one and two, on the moral progression of Nigerian 
children were presented with moral dilemmas requiring 
moral reasoning above their initial reasoning stages. 
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Hanson (1985) cites, "Significant shifts were in the 
moral reasoning of subjects" (pp. 181-187). As a 
whole, Kapan (1983) views moral development as a matter 
of progression in the cognitive reasoning and rationale 
underlying choices and judgments. Traditionally, 
retrospective reports of a rationale have been used 
to measure moral development levels, resulting in 
unreliable information. The information integration 
theory attempts to assess individual differences in 
social judgment reasoning by assigning scale values 
and weights to information. Sixteen high school subjects 
(eight from a training course in moral decision-making, 
and eight from a control group), evaluated eight moral 
dilemmas from Rest's Defining Tests. On a one-to-twenty 
scale, subjects indicated how strongly they felt a 
character in each dilemma should engage in the alternate 
target acts. 
An analysis of the results indicated that those 
students who completed the moral decision training 
made more moralistic choices than did the control 
group. The trained groups were similar to control 
groups in the use of rationales, but they showed less 
relativism in integrating those rationales. Kapan 
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claims formal moral education, instead of maturing 
the reasoning process, imparted a greater sense of 
moralism and led to a regression in the complexity 
of reasoning about the integration of decision elements. 
Furthermore, future course content in moral education 
should focus on critical thinking and training in 
weighting and reasoning strategies, rather than on 
the current practice of directly training moral values. 
Recent research has shown that moral dilemma 
discussions can be useful in resolving various kinds 
of conflicts. For example, Patterson and Gaynor (1981) 
recount that fifty school administrators completed 
Rest's Defining Test (DIT) and Patterson's Moral Action 
Choice Test (MACT) as part of a study to determine 
how Kohlberg's theory of moral development might apply 
to day-to-day administrative decision-making. The 
respondents were presented with hypothetical moral 
dilemmas and asked to explain what they believed they 
should do, what they actually would do, and what thinking 
lay behind their responses. The study's findings 
supported the hypothesis that the nature of 
administrators' responses to the hypothetical problems 
of the MACT would relate to their levels of moral 
development as revealed by the DIT scores. The data 
did not, however, indicate that the administrators 
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who internalized social rules exhibited greater 
differences between their "should" and "would" responses 
than did either those treating rules as external or 
those developing rules from self-chosen principles. 
As expected, no association was found between DIT 
and MACT scores when critical moral issues were not 
confronted. The major implication of the study, 
according to the authors, is that, "as problems are 
conceived less abstractly and more concretely, the 
decisions as to what "should" be done become more 
strongly dependent on the particular social context" 
(p. 38). 
In summary, research supports the use of moral 
dilemma discussions in promoting moral development. 
Story dilemmas are becoming more commonly used in 
the classroom to stimulate moral thinking and judgment. 
However, too many schools appear not to be fully 
committed to moral education. Evidence indicated 
that moral education is abandoned following a short 
period of implementation, with resulting superficiality. 
The next section reviews long-term moral and 
and intervention programs. 
Intervention Programs 
The researcher examined those intervention programs 
which are used, or have been used, in the development 
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of moral judgment. The examination was worthwhile, 
for the researcher attempts to develop a model for 
teaching values to young children. 
According to Blatt (1970), "Moral maturity can 
be influenced through intensive intervention" 
(p. 30). He uses Piaget's theory that an organism 
develops as it interacts with its environment, and 
as the interaction becomes more complex, the individual 
seeking to test his theory is thrown into a state 
of disequilibrium. Gerety (1980) presents the "plus 
one" reasoning when discussing a hypothetical dilemma. 
The results show that subjects who were allowed to 
try on higher levels of reasoning rose to the task. 
The Lifeline Program 
The lifeline program (1967-1971) is an intensive 
study of adolescent subjects, to address their needs. 
More than eight hundred English secondary students 
between ages 13-18 participated in moral discussions. 
They were asked "critical incident" questions about 
situations in which an adult had treated them badly, 
and also questions about their peer relations. The 
investigation revealed a common view among teen-agers 
of "good" incidents. Positive incidents reflected 
the qualities of consideration, humor and a willingness 
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to compromise. The study's implications seem clear. 
Good treatment shows consideration for one's needs, 
feelings and interests; bad treatment indicates the 
reverse. The research shows strong supporting evidence 
that the fundamental human need is to get along with 
others, to love, and to be loved, and that it is a 
prime responsibility of organized education to help 
students to meet those needs. 
The Birch Meadow School 
The Birch Meadow School (1985) staff members 
were seriously concerned about undesirable student 
behavior. The students were polite to adults but 
callous and uncaring toward one another. They bickered 
regularly, formed cliques, and felt no hesitation 
about hurting the feelings of others. They were also 
drawing graffiti on restroom walls. The presence 
of teachers as positive role models did not counteract 
the children's negative behavior. The teachers 
therefore, examined Kohlberg's Moral Staga Development 
and his "Just Community" approach, with its focus 
on classroom meetings centered around story dilemma 
discussions. They decided to try Kohlberg's approach 
to improving student behavior. 
The "Just Community" approach has two ongoing 
activities: (a) circle meetings in all classrooms. 
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and (b) student councils (each one for both primary 
and intermediate grades), which meet regularly with 
the principal. These observations were made by the 
researcher in the Reading Elementary Schools (1986). 
Rawls (1971), Kohlberg (1975) and Rest (1986) 
suggest that the experience of living in a just and 
caring community will eventually lead to moral 
commitment, and thus to moral development. Pereira 
(1991) maintains that the essence of the experience 
is retained by students longer than anything they 
are just told or read. Pereira suggests that books, 
lectures, or audio visual instruction does not have 
as much power as having a bicycle stolen or buying 
defective or shoddy goods. Story dilemma discussions 
help students retain the essence of the experiences, 
as well as lead to their moral commitment. 
The Just Community Approach 
Powers (1987) refers to Blatt's moral discussion 
curriculum as having a profound effect on its adolescent 
participants. Hypothetical dilemmas, when well chosen 
and well crafted, open students to new vistas of imagined 
experiences. Programs like the "just community" help 
to stimulate more mature moral judgment that will 
eventually lead to more ethically responsible behavior. 
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Kohlberg (1980); Lickona (1977) and Wasserman (1976) 
attempt to create a caring community in the classroom 
based on a shared commitment to pro-social and democratic 
values. The authors found that interaction with peers, 
group discussions and decision making are important 
parts of intervention programs. The initial approach 
of Berkowitz (1981, 1985); Blatt and Kohlberg (1975); 
Damon and Killen (1982) and Leming (1981) to moral 
education focused on utilizing hypothetical moral 
dilemmas in the classroom to stimulate moral discussion 
and thought. Kohlberg and Higgins (1989) were 
disheartened to find that many successful programs 
to promote the moral reasoning of students were in 
fact, short-lived. 
The next section looks at a well-known program 
that has been successfully implemented in California, 
and it has been recognized nationwide as the Child 
Development Project. 
The Child Development Project 
Kurtines and Gewirtz (1991) found that the authors, 
Battistich, Watson, Solomon, Schaps and Solomon carefully 
examined the "Child Development Project" (CDP) as 
a comprehensive longitudinal intervention project. 
CDP was designed to enhance the social and moral 
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development of children through systematic changes 
in the classroom, school and home environment. The 
intervention program consists of five theoretically 
consistent and reinforcing classroom components that 
are supported by both a school-wide program and home 
activities. The program components are: (a) cooperative 
learning, (b) developmental discipline, (c) helping 
activities, (d) highlighting prosocial values, and 
(e) promoting social understanding. 
Educational Leadership (1990, November 5) contends 
that, "the CDP was designed to promote overall pro-social 
development in young children. Adults have combined 
their skills to stimulate children's moral sense of 
kindness, consideration, concern for others, and 
interpersonal awareness and understanding" (p. 39). 
In summary, Kurtine and Gewirtz (1991) recognize 
Lawrence Kohlberg as the pioneer of moral educational 
intervention in the classroom. Kohlberg developed 
his ideas over the last twenty years of his life. 
The first "Kohlbergian" moral educational program 
was the introduction of hypothetical moral dilemmas 
into classroom discussion, an intervention based on 
Kohlberg's theories and research on individual moral 
development, with the goal of enhancing the student's 
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moral reasoning. However, Kohlberg’s broader concern 
with education for justice led to the development 
of the "Just Community" approach, creating moral schools 
as contexts for individual moral development. 
The Let's Be Caring Program (LBC) that is 
implemented in the Dover Public Schools is discussed 
briefly in the next section. 
Let's Be Caring Program 
The Let's Be Caring Program (LBC) was designed 
to address nationwide concerns about the general morality 
of our youth. The goal was for the staff to work 
together with parents; to help students develop informed, 
wholesome attitudes and a value system that commensurates 
with being responsible, contributing members of society. 
The (LBC) program implemented in the Dover Public 
Schools System is an approach in which fairness, caring 
and democratic participation were the cornerstones 
of each classroom and the schoolwide structure. The 
program incorporates five main components; 
1. Class meeting weekly to applaud successes 
and work together to address school concerns. 
• 
2. Student Councils in each school, with 
children learning the democratic principles of 
representation, freedom of speech, governing 
rules and majority votes. 
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3. Cooperative learning in which children actively 
practice basic values, learn to appreciate the 
uniqueness of each person no matter at what level 
of achievement he/she is presently working, and 
participate actively in groups. 
4. Schoolwide activities designed to foster a 
strong sense of belonging and community. These 
activities vary and might include a year-long 
theme bulletin board, weekly assemblies, or 
community projects. 
5. Partnership with parents central to success. 
They must be taught the vocabulary and goals 
of the program so they can reinforce it at home. 
Parents should also be utilized in school 
activities. 
It was expected that students would be better 
able and willing to maintain self-discipline, apply 
rational processes, live constructively in a pluralistic 
society and behave ethically as a result of the LBC. 
Parents had primary responsibility for the character 
development of their children. A joint effort between 
parents and schools was expected to yield good results. 
This section concludes with a summary of the 
review of the literature. 
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Summary 
The review of literature covered clearly supports 
the need for further research in the area of moral 
development, particularly at the primary level. The 
review describes the results of the lack of morals 
that our society exhibits, and how it has affected 
the American young. Nevertheless, the literature 
reviews many pilot programs that have been used 
effectively to stimulate the moral judgments of children. 
The review clearly indicated that such programs 
could be implemented successfully, therefore, enabling 
the child's moral reasoning to increase. Studies 
indicate that moral education is best achieved, however, 
as a natural process of dialogue among peers, while 
teachers and curricula should facilitate the 
presentations of challenging moral dilemmas. Researchers 
believe that an upward stage change is possible, and 
will be long lasting when the subjects and their teacher 
engage in challenging moral dilemma discussions. 
The literature further indicated that those students 
who completed moral decision training made more 
moralistic choices than students who did not. The 
review of literature showed favorable results, and 
implied a relationship between the literature review 
and the research questions. 
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Furthermore, the literature showed that values such 
as fairness, honesty, respect and responsibility could 
be developed through the real-life story dilemma 
approach. 
The next section describes Chapter III. This 
chapter presents how the study was conducted as well 
as the methodological procedures. The methodology 
includes five major sections: (a) the research design, 
(b) the population and the subjects, (c) the description 
of the instrument, (d) the validity of the pretest 
and posttest, and (e) the implementation. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Chapter III describes the framework of the study, 
and how the study was conducted. As indicated in 
Chapter I, the purpose of this exploratory study was 
to examine the effects of four real-life story dilemma 
discussions in promoting the moral judgments of children 
at the primary level, as well as to develop an additional 
model for teaching moral values. As previously stated, 
this model of moral intervention was based on the 
ideas of Lawrence Kohlberg, the Moral Dilemma Approach 
described as the "Just Community". 
This chapter presents six major sections: (a) 
the research design, (b) the population and subjects, 
(c) the instrumentation, (d) the description of the 
instrument, (e) the validity of the instrument, and 
(f) the implementation. 
Research Design 
The design for the study best fits the model 
described by Campbell and Stanley (1973) as the 
"Non-Equivalent Control Group Design", as illustrated 
below. It represents a schematically modified form. 
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Where: 
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E= Hawthorne Exploratory Group (Subjects 
who received treatment in the study). 
C= Control Exploratory Group (Subjects who 
served as a comparison group to neutralize 
the effects of the extraneous variables). 
Hc= Hawthorne-Control Group (Subjects who 
received "special attention", but did 
not receive the exploratory treatment). 
X= Story Dilemmas 
°1' °3' °5 
= Pretest Measures 
°2 ' °4' 06 
= Posttest Measures 
- = Lines denote intact groups (or lack 
of random assignment to the comparison 
groups in the study). 
Though the researcher preferred to use a simple 
randomization process, school policy made this 
impossible. The Non-Equivalent Control Group Design 
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was used, as best fitting the needs of this study. 
Other researchers, such as the MacPha.il study ( 1986 ), 
used this design. 
The modified Non-Equivalent Control Group Design 
used in this study differs from the original design 
in the following ways: 
1. The study was exploratory, and not experimental. 
2. The "groups" were assigned, rather than 
in the usual broader random selection of 
subjects. 
3. A third group was utilized in the study 
(a Hawthorne-Control Group), to neutralize the 
effects of the extraneous variables, and 
4. The study included a pretest and posttest. 
The assignment of groups was completed by a simple 
number system, whereby the researcher established 
that each number represented a designated group, as 
follows: 
1= the Control Group 
2= the Hawthorne-Control Group 
3= the Exploratory Group 
In this design, the Exploratory Group received 
the treatment, the Hawthorne-Control Group received 
the "special attention" (but did not receive the 
exploratory treatment), and the Control Group did 
not receive any treatment. 
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The next section describes the study's population 
and subjects. 
Population and Subjects 
The population of this study consists of third- 
graders enrolled in the Caryl Elementary School of 
Dover during the 1992-93 school year. The subjects 
consisted of fifty-four (54) third graders. Their 
characteristics were as follows: 
1. Twenty-seven (27) females and twenty-seven 
(27) males. 
2. Eight and nine years of age. 
3. Five Asians, and forty-nine (49) 
Caucasians. 
In summary, the researcher worked with an 
overwhelmingly Caucasian population of fifty-four 
(54) third-graders. 
In the next section, the researcher describes 
the study's instrumentation. 
Instrumentation 
A non-standardized pretest and posttest was used 
to gather data that would answer the research questions. 
These consisted of twenty-five (25) question items 
that centered around perspective-taking, moral reasoning, 
and making moral judgments. The following section 
offers a brief description of the design of the pretest 
and posttest. 
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Description of the Instrument 
The design of the non-standardized instrument 
was as follows: (a) questions that obtained the precise 
data required to answer the research questions; (b) 
items based on the expectation that answers would 
be significant for the research problem; and (c) 
questions to coalesce into a unit. 
The instrument progressed logically from: (a) 
the first eight questions which raised the subject's 
interest in role-taking based on real-life dilemmas; 
(b) the subsequent nine questions were more difficult, 
requiring considerable thought that relate to moral 
judgments; and, finally, (c) the last eight questions 
were based on the effects of story dilemma discussions 
in increasing moral judgment abilities regarding moral 
perspectives. 
The validity of the instrument is described in 
the next section. The guidelines were used to structure 
the test as indicated. 
The Validity of the Instrument 
The guidelines used to structure pretest and 
posttest question items were as follows: (a) to so 
word questions as to elicit the same interpretation 
from every respondent; (b) to use simple language; 
(c) to avoid offensive questions; (d) to avoid questions 
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which hinted at socially desirable responses; (e) 
to include only one issue per item; (f) to not confuse 
factual or cognitive items with opinion or affective 
items; and, finally, (e) to conduct pilot tests to 
insure the validity instrument. 
Two pilot tests measured the validity of the 
instrument. The tests were conducted with groups 
of twenty fourth-graders who were not identified with 
the study. Corrections were made before presentation. 
The groups were well managed throughout the study, 
basically by consultation with the cooperating 
instructors, and by maintaining procedural consistency. 
The implementation of the study is offered in 
the next section. 
Implementation 
The exploratory study was conducted in an elementary 
school. The researcher drew on the expertise of a 
well-qualified staff psychologist, on the school nurse, 
and on the guidance counselor. 
The study began in the third grade classrooms. 
The intact groups were assigned by the simple number 
system designed by the researcher. 
The scheme was to administer the pretest to the 
three groups. Each question item was designed to 
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get relevant answers. Instructions and test procedures 
were given to subjects before they were asked to respond 
to the test items. The test items focused on two 
selected story dilemmas that required subjects to 
make moral judgments about the story problem. 
Twenty-five minutes was allotted for the test. Pencil 
and test sheets were the only required material. 
The Exploratory Group took the pretest and then 
went through the exploratory treatment that concentrated 
on four real-life story dilemmas. The group was 
presented a new story to discuss approximately every 
two weeks. The discussions were open-ended, and required 
a "Yes" or "No" response, and then a justification 
of the response. Selected role-taking activities 
were offered as needed to reinforce better understanding 
of a particular story part. A posttest was administered 
at the end of the nine week period. 
The Hawthorne-Control Group took the pretest. 
Participants did not receive the exploratory treatment, 
however, they did receive "special attention" from 
their teacher. The teacher was instructed to utilize 
a list of "praise" words during the nine week period. 
The posttest was administered after the nine week 
period ended. 
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The Control Group took the pretest. Participants 
did not receive the "special attention", nor did they 
receive the exploratory treatment. The group served 
to neutralize the effects of the extraneous variables. 
They went through the nine week period in the regular 
classroom manner. 
At the end, they were administered the posttest. 
The list of "praise" words were: (a) good job, (b) 
keep up the great work, (c) excellent work, (d) I 
am very pleased with your work, (e) excellent 
improvement, (f) fantastic, (g) a terrific job, and 
(h) I am proud of you. 
The pretest and posttest were analyzed by a clinical 
statistical analysis to determine totals, means, standard 
deviations and confidence intervals. The research 
findings answered the five research questions. 
The analyses of data is described 'in the next 
section. The plan includes the moral development 
treatment, followed by Phase One, the pretest, Phase 
Two, the exploratory treatment, which includes subjects 
response with a brief discussion of each question. 
The section concludes with a profile characterizing 
Kohlberg's moral stages of development. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF DATA ANALYSES 
Introduction 
The results of this study are reported both 
quantitatively and qualitatively. This chapter begins 
with a qualitative report, in which the research data 
collected stems from the pretest, posttest and the 
exploratory treatment. The chapter concludes with an 
analysis of the qualitative data, and the statistical 
analyses of collected data. 
To summarize, the original exploratory study focused 
on sixty (60) students, comprised of eight and nine year 
old third-graders, including thirty-two (32) females 
and twenty-eight (28) males. 
A discussion followed the introduction. Afterward, 
the subjects received a consent form, that was signed 
by their parents. A small token was given to each child 
upon the return of the consent form. All forms were 
returned within a week. Fifty-four (54) subjects evenly 
split between males and females, would participate in 
the study. 
There were three phases in the treatment: 
(a) Phase One, the pretest; (b) Phase Two, the treatment 
itself; and (c) Phase Three, the posttest. 
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The first session included the whole group, with 
fifty-four (54) subjects. The researcher explained the 
study's objectives, purpose, and the role the subjects 
would play in it. 
The subjects were instructed about the pretest and 
posttest, and also about the simple number system used 
to determine which class would participate in one of 
the three groups: (a) the Control Group; (b) the Hawthorne- 
Control Group; or (c) the Exploratory Control Group. 
The first session concluded with a discussion. The pretest 
was administered the following day in the individual 
classrooms. 
The subjects were excited about their role in the 
study. Eagerly, they settled down to take the pretest. 
In the exploratory group, subjects quickly adjusted to 
the format of the circle meetings. The researcher kept 
in mind, the research questions that needed to be answered, 
channeling the group in an unbias manner in that direction. 
The story issues in the selected real-life story dilemmas 
centered around such values as fairness, honesty, 
sensitivity, perspective-taking, respect and responsibility. 
Subjects had first-hand experience in problem-solving 
and developing skills in communication, cooperative group 
work and moral decision making. 
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A special list of "praise" words was used with the 
Hawthorne-Control group throughout the study. As previously 
stated, the control group proceeded through the nine 
weeks in the regular school manner, and did not seem 
concerned about the progression of the study. 
The next section discusses the moral development 
treatment. 
The Moral Development Treatment 
The overall objective was to examine the effects 
of four real-life story dilemmas in the promotion of 
moral judgments among fifty-four (54) third-graders. 
Lickona (1971) indicated in an experiment, that moral 
judgment described by Piaget could be experimentally 
modified. However, the problem is the lack of exploratory 
research in this area of moral development. Lickona 
(1971) and Crawley (1968) both attempted to develop concepts 
and procedures from Piaget's theorizing. 
This present study intended to enhance the existing 
research. So, the key research questions are: 
1. How well are values, such as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility, developed through the 
real-life dilemma approach, as compared to the 
"special attention" approach? 
2. How well are values, such as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility, developed through the 
"Let's Be Caring" approach, as compared to the 
"special attention" approach? 
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3. How well are values, such as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility, developed through the 
"Let's Be Caring" approach, as compared to the 
real-life dilemma approach? 
4. Do real-life story discussions increase 
values, such as fairness, honesty, respect and 
responsibility, at a greater rate than do the 
"Let's Be Caring" approach or the "special attention" 
approach? 
5. What is the relationship between the "special 
attention" approach, the "Let's Be Caring" approach, 
and the real-life story dilemma approach? 
Chapter III presents the methodological rationale 
for the study's procedures and instructions. The scheme 
in Chapter IV presents Phase One, Phase Two and the 
Exploratory Treatment. 
Pretest (Phase One) 
All subjects were pretested, the purpose being to 
establish a base for which the objectives of the study 
could be achieved. 
The pretest was administrated on the same morning 
by the researcher in individual classrooms. The subjects 
were asked to fill out in the section that indicated 
the date, sex, age, grade, and teacher. Verbal guidance 
was offered with the following directions. 
Oral Directions 
Now that you have filled out the top of the 
test, please complete it, according 
to directions. You are to answer each story item 
as honestly and as openly as you can. Your 
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name will not be used, so no one will know 
who you are. You will have twenty-five (25) minutes 
to complete the test. 
The second part of the treatment then followed. 
The Treatment (Phase Two) 
The treatment involved four real-life story dilemmas, 
selected from Winston Press Incorporated, which gave 
permission to reproduce them for student use. The purpose 
was to examine whether story dilemma discussions actually 
increased moral judgment change, or was it extraneous 
variables? The Hawthorne-Control group was utilized 
to attempt to determine the degree in which the real-life 
story dilemma intervention caused increased moral judgment 
change among subjects, as compared to the "special 
attention". Then, the Hawthorne effect was compared 
to the "Let's Be Caring" approach. 
The exploratory group was treated in a regular 
classroom setting at the Caryl School in Dover. The 
group met weekly for the dilemma discussion, with one 
additional session bringing the total to nine sessions. 
The researcher treated the weekly sessions with input 
from Joanne Felleman, the school psychologist, who attended 
two sessions to observe the treatment procedure and its 
applicability to third-grade students. 
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The first session acquainted the subjects with the 
dilemma discussion process, which included role-taking, 
and real-life dilemma discussions. The remaining sessions 
provided training in perspective-taking, moral reasoning 
and in making moral judgments. 
The second phase required the subjects to discuss 
four real-life dilemmas. First, the researcher focused 
on various stages of moral reasoning. The focus was 
on Stage Two, Stage Three and on specific characteristics 
of Stage Four in order to raise issues one stage above 
that of the subjects. They were asked to reach various 
judgments based on their individual stage knowledge. 
Lickona (1991) asserts, "All children go through 
the same stages of development in their moral reasoning. 
Some go faster; some go farther. What determines how 
fast and how far they go is the moral environment. An 
important part of the dialogue is interaction around 
moral questions, especially with people who are at adjacent, 
higher stages of moral development" (p. 241). 
In this study, the treatment opened with the first 
real-life story dilemma. Thereafter, each presentation 
required the subjects to grapple with a series of questions 
that required them to take a position on what should be done 
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to solve the particular story problem. The subjects' 
responses evolved from his/her own stage of reasoning. 
Each story dilemma followed these directions: I 
am going to read you a real-life story dilemma. 
You are to listen carefully, because I am going 
to ask you some important questions about it. 
You will talk about those questions during 
a discussion period. At some point of the discussion, 
you will judge your responses to be either "right" 
or "wrong". However, for now, I only want to know 
how you would resolve the conflict in this 
real-life story dilemma. I want to know why you 
would make that particular response. At the end 
of the discussion, I want you to answer four very 
important questions about the story. Answer each 
as honestly as you can as to why you answer each 
story question as you do. 
Following the open-ended discussion, the subjects 
were asked to write a response to four questions about 
the four different dilemmas. Responses were used to 
measure in part, each subject's moral stage of development 
following the treatment. 
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The responses were helpful in determining the subjects' 
overall ability to make and to justify moral judgments 
following the real-life dilemma discussion. 
The next section presents the treatment. The purpose 
of the dilemmas was to stage moral reasoning one stage 
above the subject's. The "The Spelling Test Dilemma" 
starts the treatment. 
The Spelling Test 
The subjects were told that the teacher gives a 
spelling test every Wednesday morning to his/her sixth 
grade students. The highest scorer in the class would 
be rewarded with a free period during the afternoon. 
When April, being the high scorer, won the free period, 
she spent it working on a special art gift for her mother. 
April and two of her friends, Mary and Lisa, sat 
close together in class. April saw her two friends cheating 
in a spelling test. When the scores were added up, she 
realized what her friends' cheating would mean. Lisa 
was the only student to have a perfect score, while April 
herself had missed only one word. 
April had a decision to make. She felt cheating 
was wrong. Moreover, she would win the free period if 
she told on Mary and Lisa. Nevertheless, she didn't 
want to get her friends in trouble. 
106 
The Spelling Test Dilemma offered a discussion and 
also posed four questions to which subjects responded 
in written form. Using fictitious names, the results 
of their responses are reported as follows: 
Question One 
1. Should April tell on Mary and Lisa? What 
is the right thing for April to do? 
Of the eight male subjects, five agreed that April 
should tell, while three subjects did not. The subjects 
based their moral judgments on the following: 
Rob: Yes, because they cheated. The right thing 
for April to do is to talk to the girls and 
ask them to tell the teacher. 
James: Yes, because it's not right to cheat. I think 
that April should tell on Mary and Lisa. 
Brad: Yes, because cheating is bad. 
Jim: Yes, because if you really care about a friend 
you would tell even though they may hate you. 
I think the right thing to do is to tell someone 
that the girls cheated, even though it may get 
them into trouble. 
Otis: Yes, because it is not fair that someone who 
cheats should get the free period. The right 
thing to do is to tell the teacher. 
Ben: No, April should not tell because it would 
threaten their friendship. I don't think 
that she should tell on her friends. 
Tim: Before April tells the teacher, she should 
talk to her friends to see why they cheated. 
I think the right thing for April to do is to 
try to help them. 
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Bob: April should talk to her friends and ask them 
why they cheated on the test. The right thing 
to do is to talk the problem over with her friends 
before she tells the teacher. 
The nine female subjects responded to the question 
slightly differently than did the male subjects. Four 
of the females believed that Mary and Lisa should be 
reported. The female subjects responded to the same 
question in this way. 
Beth: April should tell on Lisa and Mary because it 
is the right thing to do. But first she should 
ask them to tell. 
Jane: Yes, because Mary and Lisa were cheating, and 
it is wrong to cheat. April should talk to 
Mary and Lisa and ask them to tell the teacher. 
Otherwise, she would. 
Carrie: April should tell on Mary and Lisa because it 
is not right to cheat. I think that April should 
ask them to admit that they had cheated. 
Jess: April should tell on her friends because she 
saw them cheating. The right thing to do is 
to tell the teacher. Not to tell would get 
them into more trouble. 
Lee: No, April should not tell on Mary and Lisa 
because they should tell on themselves. The 
right thing to do is to talk to Mary and Lisa 
about cheating on the spelling test. 
Joan: April should not tell, but rather, should go 
over to Lisa and Mary and ask them to be honest 
and to tell the teacher, to avoid getting in 
trouble. The right thing to do is to be honest, 
April should confront her friends. 
Ann: April should tell only if Mary and Lisa refuse 
to tell the teacher themselves. The right thing 
for April to do is to let Mary and Lisa tell 
about their cheating. 
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Joyce: April should first talk to Mary and Lisa, and 
say that she saw them cheating. The right thing 
to do is to give her friends a chance to tell 
the teacher. 
Anna: April should first ask them to admit to their 
cheating because cheating is wrong. The right 
thing for April to do if they do not tell the 
teacher, is to tell on her friends. 
Discussion of Question One 
Five of the male subjects and four of the female 
subjects thought that April should report the cheating 
incident, a response typical of Kohlberg's Stage Two 
of moral reasoning. In that stage, the students have 
gone beyond the belief that parents and teachers know 
it all. Lickona (1988) suggests that subjects become 
Hour toughest critics in Stage Two, coming down like 
a thunderbolt on our every mistake" (pp. 131-132). Typical 
students may fail to see an action as wrong unless they 
can perceive the harmful consequences (and so they often 
see nothing wrong with lying or cheating). 
One male subject believed that April should inform 
someone of the cheating, even though a friendship might 
be threatened. Two male subjects thought that April 
should talk to her friends, encouraging them to tell 
the teacher that they had cheated. When asked what would 
be the right action for April, five male subjects stated 
that the girls should be given the opportunity to tell 
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the teacher, otherwise, April should act no matter what 
they decide to do. They justified their responses by 
suggesting that it was the right thing to do in this 
particular situation. 
Three males subjects thought that April should not 
tell the teacher because her friendship would be in 
jeopardy, or that April should try to help by discussing 
the cheating problem with Lisa and Mary. And, four female 
subjects judged that April definitely should not expose 
the cheating, because the friendship would be threatened. 
Kohlberg's initial study to measure moral judgment 
did not include female subjects. Gilligan (1988) asserts 
that this weakens Kohlberg's theory of moral development. 
In this study, the evidence supports Gilligan's 
theory of differences in moral judgments between males 
and females. Such evidence is reflected throughout this 
study, specifically in the pretest and posttest completed 
by the subjects. 
The researcher regarded this information as 
significant, yet, essentially irrelevant to this study, 
whose purpose was to focus on Kohlberg's theory of stages 
of moral development, and on the recent findings related 
to his work. In this study, both male and female subjects 
seem to be functioning largely at Kohlberg's Stage Two. 
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Lickona maintains that absent from Stage Two is 
a concept of the student's ability to care about another 
person, whether it be relevant to his/her situation or 
not. That kind of concern is present in Kohlberg's Stage 
Three. Five female subjects felt very strongly that 
April should first talk to Mary and Lisa before deciding 
what to do about the situation and whether or not to 
expose their cheating. The majority of the subjects 
believed that April should tell about the cheating, thus 
supporting the theory that over one-half ih) of this 
population were operating more or less at Kohlberg's 
Stage Two of moral reasoning. 
In summary: as previously stated in this study, 
the subjects were first required to respond to each question 
and then to justify their responses about a specific 
conflict issue in the story. 
During the discussion of question one, the subjects 
fully recalled the story content, seeming to understand 
the importance of each question. 
They did not fail to see certain story actions as 
wrong, particularly the issue of cheating, which they 
regarded as wrong and unfair, and as behavior that would 
eventually get one into trouble. 
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Question two required the subjects to put themselves 
in the position of a character in the story. The results 
are presented in the next section. 
Question Two 
2. How would Lj.sa feel if April told on her? 
How would Mary feel? Should April think about how 
the girls would feel when deciding about the right 
thing to do? 
Four female subjects used the words "angry", "bad", 
"embarrassed" or "sad" to describe how Lisa and Mary 
might feel if April chose to expose their cheating. 
The female subjects responded to the questions as 
follows: 
Ann: Lisa and Mary would feel bad if April told on 
them. I think that April should include their 
feelings in her decision. 
Lee: Lisa would think that April isn't her friend. 
I believe Mary would be angry. April should 
not think about their feelings; they cheated. 
Carrie: Lisa would feel sad and Mary would be angry. 
I think that April should tell, despite 
the girls feelings. 
Jane: Lisa would be embarrassed and Mary would be 
mad. I think that April would feel better if 
she considered her friends' feelings. 
Two of the female subjects made the moral judgment 
that April's moral decision should be to consider Mary's 
and Lisa's feelings before deciding what to do. Two 
of the subjects thought that April should not consider 
the girls' feelings at all. The responses given by the 
other female subjects varied. 
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Anna: Lisa and Mary should understand that April was 
trying to help them. I also believe that April 
should think about her friends' feelings. 
Joan: April should ask Lisa and Mary how they would 
feel. I think that April should think about 
their feelings, but nevertheless, the girls 
should keep in mind that they were seen 
cheating. 
Joyce: April should not tell on Lisa and Mary. They 
would feel that they did nothing wrong. I believe 
that April should think of Mary and Lisa. 
Beth: I think that Mary and Lisa would feel miserable 
should April tell. I am not sure what April 
should do. 
Jess: April should mind her own business, and not 
make a big problem for Lisa and Mary. 
Five male subjects expressed concern about friendship. 
They responded to the question as follows. 
Tim: Lisa and Mary would not want to be April's friend 
because maybe there is a reason why they cheated. 
I think that April should think about how her 
friends would feel. 
James: Lisa would feel that April was not her friend. 
Mary would probably say, "I can't believe that 
April did that!" April should think about their 
feelings. 
Brad: Lisa and Mary would feel mad, and not want to 
be April's friend anymore. I think that she 
should think of how they would feel. 
Jim: I think that the girls would be furious, but 
if they were true friends, they would know that 
cheating is wrong and agree that what April 
did was the right thing to do. 
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Otis: I don't think that April should think about 
how the girls feel and the fact that they are 
friends. She should tell the teacher. 
Rob: Lisa and Mary would not feel very happy. 
I believe that April should think about how 
the girls would feel, but she should still tell 
someone because cheating is wrong. 
Ben: Lisa and Mary would probably feel disappointed 
in April. April should consider her friends' 
feelings. 
Bob: Lisa and Mary would feel betrayed! How would 
April feel if she had done something wrong and 
they told on her? 
Discussion of Question Two 
Question two posed several moral challenges for 
the moral perspective-taking abilities of the subjects. 
The dilemma revolved around friendship and making personal 
moral judgments. Responsibility becomes an issue for 
April must decide what to do. April feels that cheating 
is wrong, yet she is uncertain of how to handle the 
problem. 
The subjects were asked to respond to the 
three-part question as how they felt April should handle 
the situation. Examples ranged from "Lisa and Mary should 
understand that April was trying to help," to "April 
should mind her own business." 
When asked for responses to the same question, five 
male subjects expressed concern about the friendship 
among the girls. When asked for responses to the last 
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part of the question, four male subjects had some difficulty 
in deciding what April should do. One male subject did 
not respond. Three subjects contended that April should 
not consider how Lisa and Mary might feel, while four 
subjects stated that April should indeed consider their 
feelings. 
According to Kohlberg's theory of stages of 
development, one-fourth (h) of the subjects were operating 
at Stage Two, while the others operated between Stage 
One and Stage Two. Question three presented a more 
difficult moral judgment for the subjects to consider. 
It is presented in the next section. 
Question Three 
3. Suppose there was no reward for winning the 
spelling test? Would that make a differences 
to April? Why or why not? 
Two female subjects believed that it would not make 
a difference, while four female subjects reported that 
it would; three subjects were undecided. However, the 
overall consensus among female subjects was that the 
reward would definitely make a difference. They responded 
to question three in this manner: 
Beth: No, because April does not want her friend 
to get in so much trouble. 
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Lee: No, it would not. Even if there was no 
reward April would talk to Mary and Lisa. 
Jane: Yes, because those are April's friends. 
So if they had another test and they did 
not know the words, they would get them wrong 
on the test. 
Ann: Yes, it would make a difference. I don't 
think they would have cheated. 
Anna: Yes, because it would not be as important, 
but April should get all the words correct. 
Three female subjects thought strongly that the 
reward may have caused the cheating. 
Carrie: Maybe, but maybe not. If it did make a 
difference, April probably wouldn't have 
told, and Mary and Lisa probably would not 
have cheated. 
Jess: Well, I think Lisa and Mary would not have 
cheated because in the story it said, 
"Free time for the winner." 
Julie: If there was no reward the girls probably 
would not have cheated. I do not think the 
reward made a difference because they are 
cheating. 
Five male subjects responded negatively to question 
three, strongly doubting whether the reward made a 
difference in the cheating. 
Two male subjects believed that the reward did 
make a difference. One subject did not respond. The 
responses were offered in this manner. 
James: It should not make a difference because cheating 
is wrong. 
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Rob: No, because they still cheated and April will 
get good grades in spelling. The prize should 
be good. 
Bob: The reward would not make a difference, because 
cheating is still wrong even though there 
isn't a reward. 
Otis: No, because they could be tested once more 
on the words without notice. If Lisa and 
Mary were real friends to April they would 
thank her for helping them to learn that 
cheating is wrong. 
Brad: No, because cheating is bad for yourself and 
others. Tie reward should not make a difference; 
cheating is wrong. 
Jim: Yes, because Lisa wanted the free period and 
if there weren't any free period, then I think 
they would have studied and tried their best. 
If April got the spelling test right, then 
it would make a little difference because 
you should always get something. Our teacher 
puts stickers on the papers. 
Ben: Yes, because you should not cheat on any test. 
Tim: No response. 
Discussion of Question Three 
Only two female subjects thought that the reward 
would not make a difference, while five male subjects 
responded negatively to the question. These responses 
reflect a typical indication of Kohlberg's Stage Two 
of moral development. 
Three male subjects and four female subjects justified 
their "Yes" response to the question by contending that 
a reward would create an inducement to cheat, even though 
cheating is wrong. They agreed that if there had not 
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been a reward (a free period) everyone nevertheless, 
would study and do their very best to spell correctly. 
At this particular level of moral reasoning, the subjects 
indicated in-depth thinking. This level of reasoning 
required them to take into account the perspectives of 
others. Three of the female subjects contended that 
a reward encouraged cheating. 
In Kohlberg's concepts of moral reasoning, young 
children viewed stealing or cheating as being either 
"right" or "wrong". Thus, cheating in this particular 
case was also viewed as "wrong" by these eight and nine 
year old subjects. 
Question four, the final question in the "Spelling 
Test" dilemma, is presented in the next section. 
Question Four 
4. Suppose that Lisa was not April's friend. 
Would this make a difference? Why or why not? 
This question posed a direct question, which 
three-fourth of the subjects rejected. 
Six of the female subjects responded to the question 
in the following ways: 
Beth: No, because April still would not want her 
to get into trouble. 
Lee: No, it would not make a difference. You should 
help people stop doing things that are wrong 
even though they are not your friends. 
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Joan: No, it does not matter, because no one should 
cheat. 
Anna: No, it would not make a difference. It does 
not matter who did it. The only thing that 
matters is what they do. 
Jess: No, because it is still not going to change 
anything, even if they were enemies. 
Joyce: No, even if Lisa was not April's friend. 
Jane: Maybe, if April was somebody who was nosey, 
she would probably tell. 
Ann: Yes, it would because April probably would 
not care so much about how her friends feel 
if she were to tell. 
Carrie: Lisa would be angry and do something bad to 
April. 
Two of the male subjects believed that it really 
would make a difference. 
Jim: Yes, it would because April would not feel so 
worried about her not being her friend. But 
she still should talk to them first and then 
decide whether or not to tell the teacher. 
Tim: Yes, because Lisa does not want to get into 
trouble with her best friend, but if April was 
not her best friend, she would probably would 
be called a tattle. 
Six male subjects responded "No" to question four. 
Otis: No, it would not make a difference because cheating 
is still unfair to the people who did not cheat. 
It should not matter about friendship because 
Lisa and Mary learned a lesson. 
Bob: No, it wouldn't make a difference because 
cheating is wrong, and even if they weren't 
friends, it is still wrong to cheat. 
Rob: No, because Lisa still is cheating, and cheating 
is like stealing. If Lisa cheats she will get 
good grades in spelling, although it is wrong. 
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Brad: No, because cheating is bad for you and unfair 
to others. 
Ben: No, because they both would not like each other. 
Discussion of Question Four 
Six female subjects and six male subjects stated 
that Lisa's friendship with April had nothing to do with 
cheating and deciding whether April should tell or not. 
Responses varied according to their individual ability 
to make an analysis of the problem. In general, the 
female subjects wanted to avoid getting in trouble, but 
also, they agreed that cheating was bad for everyone. 
The female differed from those of the male subjects. 
The former basically centered around friendship, and 
how the friendship would be affected. The answers by 
the male subjects centered around the cheating as being 
bad. 
Subjects' responses fell within the parameter that 
the researcher, accepting Kohlberg's theories of six 
stages of moral development, had projected. 
The third dilemma is presented in the next section. 
It depicts a story of friendship between Bill and Craig, 
and actions by Craig that impelled Bill toward a moral 
decision. 
The Chattering Teeth 
Bill is the new boy in town. Though lonely at first, 
he soon made friends with Craig who lives across the 
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street. Today, Bill and Craig were hanging around the 
Magic Shop, looking at things. Craig said, "Go on outside 
and wait, I will be out in a second." 
While Craig and Bill were walking home, Craig pulled 
something from his pocket. It was a set of Chattering 
Teeth, still wrapped in shiny plastic. 
"I didn’t know you had any money with you," said 
Bill. 
"I don't," replied Craig. "I swiped them." Then 
he added, "They don't cost much anyway, nobody will notice 
that they are gone." 
Bill thought he should go back and tell the owner 
of the Magic Shop, but he was anxious about getting his 
new friend in trouble. 
The subjects responded to the first question in 
this way. 
Question One 
1. What is the right way to handle this problem, 
and "why?" 
One male subject thought that someone should be 
told about Craig's stealing. Three male subjects thought 
that Bill should tell his parents, while the remaining 
four male subjects decided that the right thing to do 
was to settle the matter by telling the store owner. 
Brad: Bill should tell on Craig because it isn't 
right to steal, and it isn't fair to the 
people who have to pay full price. 
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Jim: I would still like Craig, but I would tell 
my parents about his stealing the teeth. 
I would also talk to Craig about the stealing 
and ask him to return the teeth. 
Tim: I would try to convince Craig to return 
the teeth. If he didn't, then I would tell 
my parents. 
James: I would tell his dad and ask him to go with 
Craig to the store to tell the owner. That 
way Craig will get in less trouble. 
Otis: I would ask Craig to take the teeth back 
to the store and then tell the owner that 
he had stolen them. 
Rob: The right thing to do is to go back to the 
store and tell the owner because Craig is 
stealing and cheating the Magic Shop out 
of money. 
Bob: The right way to handle this is to say, "Craig 
you really should take the teeth back and 
tell the owner." 
Ben: I think that Bill should tell the manager 
or try to convince Craig to take the teeth 
back. 
The female subjects reported in this way. 
Beth: Bill should tell his dad because his dad 
would probably go with Bill and Craig to 
tell the owner about the stealing. That 
way Bill would feel safe. 
Julie: I think Craig knows that it is wrong to steal. 
I would ask him to return the teeth to the 
owner. If he did not, I would ask him if 
he'd like for me to tell the owner about 
the stealing if he could not. 
Lee: I think that Bill should go back to the store 
and tell the owner. 
Six of the female subjects responded in this way. 
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Ann: I would first try to convince Craig to take 
the teeth back to the store. If he didn't 
take them back, I would tell his parents. 
If his parents talked to Craig about his stealing 
and he continued to steal, then I would not 
play with him. 
Jane: I think Bill should try to convince Craig 
that it is wrong to steal and to return 
the teeth. If Craig did not listen, then 
I think Bill should tell his parents. 
Jess: I would tell Craig's parents and ask them 
to try to see the teeth, and then to ask Craig 
where he got them. If Craig does what is 
right, and admits that he stole them, then 
he should give them back to the owner. 
Joyce: Bill should tell Craig's parents first, and 
then, I think that maybe he should tell the 
owner. 
Ann: Bill should tell his parents and ask them 
what to do. Then, maybe after that, he should 
tell the owner. But, first he should tell 
his father. 
Carrie: Bill should talk to Craig and give him a choice. 
Craig should either tell the manager of the 
store or he should tell his parents. 
Discussion of Question One 
The consensus of the group was that Craig had a 
very serious problem. Although he was Bill's good friend, 
and Bill could help him, the subjects believed that the 
problem was much too big for Bill to handle. 
Four of the male subjects and two female subjects 
believed that the owner of the store should be told about 
the stealing, and that a discussion should follow in 
order to address the problem. 
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Three of the male subjects and five of the females 
believed strongly that Craig's parents should be told 
first, that a discussion should follow, and, finally 
that the owner should be told. 
Lickona (1988) acknowledges Kohlberg's stages of 
moral development, and particularly to Stage Two's 
understanding of fairness. These children see their 
social interaction with parents, as well as friends, 
as a process of making fair agreements, and negotiating 
for their goals. A fair deal at Stage Two involves tit 
for tat: you do something for me, and I will return 
the favor. Often children at Stage Two display a sense 
of fairness and open self-interest. Lickona cites, "Stage 
Two is very concrete, a world of tangible actions and 
reactions, give and take, traders and deals. It is an 
outer world, not an inner world, with little talk about 
"feelings" in Stage Two" (p. 143). 
Craig, being unable to see the results, thinks that 
stealing the teeth really causes no harm. However, the 
subjects who discussed the dilemma problem believed that 
stealing was wrong, for it would destroy something invisible 
yet vital: trust and friendship between people. The 
subjects responded to this particular problem as a Stage 
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Three's thinker would in Kohlberg’s theory of moral growth, 
because they understand that stealing and lying hurt 
everyone. The second question required the subjects 
to make personal moral judgments about what would be 
"right" or "wrong", and therefore whether Bill should 
expose Craig's stealing. 
Question Two 
1. Would it be right or wrong for Bill to tell 
on Craig? 
Eight of the female subjects strongly judged that 
exposure was the right thing to do. One female subject 
believed that Craig should have a choice in the situation. 
The female subjects responded to the question as follows: 
Joyce: Yes, because if Craig is Bill's friend and 
is always with him, then he (Bill) might 
start stealing too. But, if Bill knows 
that it is wrong to steal, and did not want 
to get in the habit of keeping secrets, 
then he should tell. 
Beth: Yes, Bill should tell because if he doesn't, 
then Craig will probably keep on stealing, 
and the chances are that Bill will get into 
the habit of stealing also. 
Lee: Yes, because it will not be fair to all 
the people that have to pay for the teeth. 
Ann: Yes, because Craig's parents would try to 
talk to him. Then, Craig might have the 
courage to give the Chattering Teeth back. 
Jane: Yes, because then Craig's parents would 
know, and they could talk to Craig about 
his stealing. 
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Jess: Yes, Bill should definitely, without a doubt, 
tell Craig's parents. Then, his parents 
could keep an eye on him. 
Anna: Yes, because he doesn't want to have a friend 
that steals. Maybe Bill could teach Craig 
that stealing is wrong. 
Carrie: Well, by giving Craig a choice of what to 
do would probably encourage him to admit 
that stealing is wrong, and to believe that 
it was right for Bill to tell on him. 
All eight male subjects judged that it would be 
the right thing to do to tell on Craig. However, both 
male and female subjects presented personal judgments 
as to why it would be the right thing if Bill told someone 
about Craig's stealing. The following is a presentation 
from the subjects' point of view. 
James: It would be the right thing for Bill to 
tell on Craig because I would not like a 
friend that steals. 
Brad: It would be right for Bill to tell on Craig 
even though Bill is Craig's friend. 
Jim: I think that it would be the right thing 
to do to tell on Craig because the company 
is losing money, and besides Bill will not 
trust Craig again. 
Tim: It would be the right thing to do for Bill 
to tell on Craig because he cheated the 
owner of his money. 
Otis: Yes, because now Craig has to make up the 
money that the store owners lost. 
Rob: It would be right for Bill to tell on Craig, 
but he might lose his new friend. 
Bob: Yes, because for Craig to be stealing, both 
he and Bill might be arrested. 
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Ben: It would be right to tell on Craig because 
it was wrong to steal the teeth. Maybe 
Bill should get advice from someone and 
not tell that Craig stole the teeth. 
Discussion of Question Two 
Both male and female subjects responded strongly 
that the right thing for Bill to do is to tell on Craig, 
although their friendship might be threatened. Helping 
Craig seemed to be the important thing in this case. 
The subjects suggested help from the following sources: 
(a) his parents, (b) his friend, and (c) the store owner. 
Question three posed a two-fold question to which 
subjects would respond. The next section presents a 
brief discussion of the question. 
Question Three 
3. What would Craig think of Bill if Bill told 
on him? Should this make a difference to 
Bill when he decides whether or not to tell? 
The subjects believed that telling on Craig should 
not make a difference to Bill. Eight of the female subjects 
answered "No" to the first part of the question; one 
subject responded "Yes". 
Joyce: Craig might hate Bill or tease him. But if 
Bill knew it was wrong, he would not care 
whether Craig liked him or not. 
Julie: I think that Craig would be angry with Bill. 
I think if Craig were a real friend he would 
not care that Bill tells and would not think 
of him as a tattler. 
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Beth: Craig would not be happy that Bill told on him. 
But when Craig gets older, he will be glad. 
It should not make a difference when Bill tells 
on Craig. 
Lee: I think that Craig would involve Bill in his 
stealing. I don't think it would make a difference 
should Bill decide to tell. 
Ann: Craig would think that Bill was not his friend. 
But, it would not make a difference to Bill, 
because if it did, then Craig would keep on 
stealing. 
Jane: Craig would be happy because he would not get 
in as much trouble. 
Jess: Craig would not like it if Bill told that he 
had stolen the teeth. But a real friend would 
tell. If Craig steals, I would not be his friend. 
He would not deserve a nice person like Bill. 
Anna: Craig would probably be angry and would not 
realize how much Bill was trying to help him. 
It should not make a difference to Bill because 
it is important for both of them to be honest. 
Carrie: Well, a real buddy or friend would not steal, 
and a friend should not get angry if he is told 
on so that he can be helped. 
The eight male subjects responded to question three 
in the following way. 
James: No, it should not make a difference to Bill. 
Craig might not like Bill because he didn't 
think Bill was a good friend. 
Jim: I would still tell because stealing is wrong. 
It does not matter that Bill loses his only 
friend. 
Tim: No, it should not make a difference to Bill 
even if Craig was his only friend because it 
doesn't make it right to steal. 
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Otis: No, because I think that Bill is a good friend 
and telling on Craig would be helping him before 
he gets in over his head. 
Rob: Craig would probably not like Bill for telling 
on him. And no, it should not make a difference 
to Bill, because stealing is wrong. 
Bob: Craig might think that Bill told on him. I 
hope that later Craig realized that Bill was 
trying to help him to be more responsible. 
It should not make a difference should Bill 
tell on Craig. 
Ben: Yes, It would probably make a difference because 
Craig would feel more pressure when Bill tries 
to tell on Craig. 
Brad: Craig would think that Bill was not a very good 
friend. 
Discussion of Question Three 
Question three implies a moral judgment regarding 
how Craig might feel if his friend. Bill, told about 
his stealing. Eight of the female subjects believed 
that it would not make a difference to Bill. While 
one female subject definitely thought that it would make 
a difference, she agreed with the other eight female 
subjects that Craig would experience some real anger. 
The others felt that the friendship might well end, but, 
nevertheless, this should not deter Bill from deciding 
what he would do. 
Eight of the male subjects agreed with the female 
subjects that Craig's unhappiness would not deter Bill 
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from doing the right thing by telling. Five male subjects 
believed that the loss of friendship would not matter, 
because stealing is wrong. Comments by the subjects 
suggested that it was Bill's responsibility to tell on 
Craig because stealing was wrong, telling, moreover, 
was the only way that Bill felt he could help Craig. 
The following section discusses the responses of 
the subjects to the moral issues involved in question 
four. 
Question Four 
4. Suppose there'd been a sign inside the store 
which said, "Shoplifters will be prosecuted. 
No Exceptions." Would that make a difference 
to Bill? 
The female subjects responded to the question as 
follows: 
Carrie: I think it would be good if Bill told Craig 
to tell the manager. 
Julie: Yes, I think that it would because if Bill's 
new friend was prosecuted, then he would have 
no friend at all. I think that Bill should 
tell his father or mother and that they should 
tell Craig's parents. 
Lee: Yes, then I wouldn't tell because he would 
get in more trouble for stealing the teeth. 
Jess: Yes, I think it would make a difference. Craig 
might still steal though. Most shoplifters 
do that even when there is a sign posted. 
Joyce: It depends, actually. Bill, I think, would 
not tell because some people at school might 
hate Craig for stealing. I don’t think Bill 
would tell. 
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Jane: No, Bill should tell his parents not 
to tell anybody except Craig's parents. 
Anna: I don't think that it would make a difference 
to Bill. I think that Bill should tell. I 
also think that if Craig had seen the sign 
he would not have stolen the teeth. 
Ann: No, Bill should still tell, because Craig should 
be punished. It isn't fair that he doesn't 
have to pay for the teeth when others do. 
Beth: No, I don't think that it would make a difference 
to Bill when he decides to tell. 
Six of the male subjects believed that the sign might 
have detered Craig from theft. Two male subjects decided 
that it would not have deterred Craig, who needed punishment 
for his act. The male subjects responded to question 
four as follows: 
Jim: Yes, it would make a difference because Craig 
is his only friend. 
Tim: Yes, it would make a difference if there is 
a sign. I would tell my parents as soon as 
I found out about Craig's stealing. 
Otis: Yes, it would make a difference. I would 
ask Craig to pay the owner the money that he 
owes him. 
Brad: Yes, it would make a difference because Craig 
could be arrested if anyone saw him. 
Ben: Yes, then Craig would go to jail and Bill 
would feel very bad. 
Bob: Yes, because his friend's family could 
see him and have to press charges. 
Rob: No, it would not make a difference, for 
Craig deserves to be prosecuted because 
stealing is wrong. 
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James: No, it would not make a difference to Craig 
because stealing is bad and also wrong. I 
would not like a friend that steals. 
Discussion of Question Four 
Question four raises a very significant issue for 
the subjects. Both males and females have an intensely 
personal interest in this issue. Although the majority 
of subjects responded "Yes" to this part of the question, 
their reasons were very different. These particular 
subjects believed that Craig should take responsibility 
for his actions, and repay the owner, while others believed 
that his parents should be involved. Most of the subjects 
did not want to see Craig prosecuted, and sought another 
way to address his problem. 
In summary, the subjects believed that Craig should 
accept responsibility for his actions, and pay for the 
teeth; if not Bill should tell about his stealing. A 
few subjects believed that Craig should even be prosecuted 
if he is caught stealing. 
The next section presents the "friendship" dilemma, 
that of friendship between two school-age girls. It 
is particularly challenging. 
Friendship 
Kathy and Becky have been best friends since they 
were five. They attended the same kindergarten and have 
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been in the same class ever since. They always had a 
good time with each other. 
One day a new girl, Jeanette, moved into their 
neighborhood and soon introduced herself to Kathy and 
Becky. Jeanette and Kathy seemed to hit it off at once. 
They talked about where Jeanette was from and the things 
she could be doing in her new town. Becky, however, 
didn't seen to like Jeanette very well. She thought 
Jeanette was a showoff, but was also jealous of all the 
attention Kathy was giving Jeanette. 
When Jeanette left the other two alone, Becky told 
Kathy how she felt about Jeanette. "What did you think 
of her, Kathy? I thought she was kind of pushy, butting 
in on us like that." 
"Come on, Becky. She is new in town and just trying 
to make friends. The least we can do is be nice to her," 
replied Becky. "Anyway, what would you like to do this 
Saturday? You know those old puppets of mine, I thought 
we could fix them up and make our own puppet show." 
"Sure, Becky, that sounds great," said Kathy. "I'll 
be over after lunch. I'd better go home now. See you 
tomorrow." 
Later that evening, Jeanette called Kathy and surprised 
her with an invitation to the circus, its last show before 
133 
leaving town. The only problem was that the circus happened 
to be at the same time that Kathy had promised to go 
to Becky's. Caught in this conflict, Kathy didn't know 
what to do. 
The female subjects responded to question one in 
this fashion. 
Question One 
1. What do you think the problem is in this story? 
Carrie: I think Kathy has a problem because she is best 
friends with Becky and now Jeanette comes 
along and Kathy is talking to her more than 
Becky. 
Lee: Kathy and Becky are best friends, but then a 
new girl comes along. Kathy gets to be good 
friends with Jeanette. And Becky doesn't like 
it. 
Jess: Becky is jealous of Jeanette because she thinks 
she is a showoff, and is becoming friendly with 
Kathy. 
Ann: I think the problem is that Becky wants 
Kathy to herself. Becky doesn't want to be 
friends with Jeanette. 
Anna: Becky is jealous of Jeanette, who is a 
a new girl in town, and also because Kathy is 
becoming her friend. 
Beth: The problem is that Kathy told Becky that she 
would play with her. Then Jeanette called and 
invited her to go to the circus. 
Joyce: The problem is that Jeanette wants Kathy to 
go the circus before it leaves town. Becky 
wants her to play at the same time. 
Julie: Well, I think that the problem here is that 
Becky does not like Jeanette and tha^ Kathy 
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Jane: 
likes Jeanette, and Becky as well. Becky first 
told Kathy that she wanted her to come over 
and then Jeanette called. 
Kathy has to decide between a best friend and 
going to the circus or a normal house visit. 
What was interesting in the responses of the female 
subjects is that not all were able to clearly identify 
the essential problem that the dilemma portrayed. Five 
female subjects were able to identify the problem from 
their own perspective. Four female subjects were unable 
to clearly identify the problem. 
The male subjects responded to the same question 
in this way. 
Rob: I think that Kathy and Becky's friendship is 
in trouble. 
Ben: Well, I think that the problem is that Jeanette 
just moved to town and she met Kathy and Becky. 
Tim: Well, Becky invited Kathy to play, but later 
Jeanette called Kathy and invited her to the 
circus, and she doesn't know what to do. 
Brad: I think the problem in this story is that Kathy 
has to choose which friend to be with on 
Saturday. 
Otis: The problem is that Becky and Kathy are friends 
and Jeanette comes hlong and takes over the 
relationship. 
Jim: Kathy has friends and one is jealous of the 
other and now she has to decide between a new 
friend and an old one. 
James: Kathy can't choose what to do on Saturday, 
to go to the circus with Jeanette or to play 
with her friend. 
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Bob: I think Kathy and Becky had a close friendship 
and now it is threatened. 
Discussion of Question One 
The male subjects appeared to have had less trouble 
identifying the problem in this story. The responses 
of the female subjects were more evasive than those of 
the male subjects. What this may suggest is that the 
female subjects are more descriptive in their responses 
than are the male subjects. 
Question Two 
2. Do you think Kathy will choose to be with her 
old friend Becky, or will she go with the new girl, 
Jeanette? Why? 
The female subjects responded to question two in 
this manner. 
Carrie: I think Kathy should tell Becky that she would 
like to go to the circus with Jeanette because 
they can play together another day. 
Lee: I think that Kathy should go to the circus with 
Jeanette and then have a talk with Becky about 
becoming friends with Jeanette because they could 
all play together. 
Jess: I think Kathy should go with her old friend, 
Becky, because she promised her first. 
Annr I would ask Becky if she'd play another time 
and go with Jeanette to the circus because 
Kathy plays with Becky a lot. I think making 
new friends is more important because you can 
keep an old friend and make new friends. 
Anna: My decision is that Kathy should go to the circus 
with her new friend. I think that she should 
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tell Becky first about the problem, then maybe 
Becky can help her to decide. 
Beth: I think Kathy should call Becky and ask if they 
could get together later in the day, so that 
Kathy could go to the circus. 
Joyce: I think Kathy should go to the circus and change 
the time of the puppet play. 
Julie: I think that since this is the last day of the 
circus, Kathy should go with Jeanette because 
she could arrange to play with Becky another 
day. 
Jane: I think they should go to the circus. Kathy 
should tell Becky that she made plans with Jeanette 
before and forgot. 
One female subject offered a solution that required 
a lie, an indication, according to Kohlberg's stages 
of moral reasoning, that she is a Stage One thinker. 
This subject focused only on her advantage, rather than 
considering Becky's feelings. Seven female subjects 
believed that. Kathy should definitely go to the circus 
with Jeanette and arrange to play with her old friend 
another time, because it is important to make new friends. 
Finally, only one subject objected to Kathy going to 
the circus with Jeanette, because she had already promised 
to play with Becky. The behavior of this subject, according 
to theories regarding stages of development, indicates 
a Stage Three thinker who realizes the importance of 
honesty and trustworthiness. 
The male subjects responded to the question in this 
way. 
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Rob: I think that Kathy should play with Becky 
on Saturday because they should talk over 
this serious friendship problem. 
Ben: I think that Kathy should play with Becky 
because she's already made plans with her 
to re-make puppets. 
Tim: Kathy should go with her new friend and play 
with puppets with Becky later in the day. She 
should go to the circus with Jeanette because 
she can learn more about her. 
Brad: I think Kathy should go with her old friend, 
Becky, because puppets are better than going 
to the circus. 
Otis: Kathy will probably go with Jeanette to the 
circus because the circus is a lot of fun, 
but I think Kathy should really go with Becky. 
J im: I think Kathy should go with her old friend 
because she has been playing with her a lot, 
and it is important to keep old friendships. 
Bob: I think that Kathy should go to the circus with 
Jeanette. Later, she should invite the girls 
to play. 
James: I would go with Becky because Kathy's already 
made plans with her, but she doesn't have plans 
to go with Jeanette. 
Discussion of Question Two 
Three of the male subjects believed that Kathy should 
go to the circus with her new friend. They justified 
their responses by deciding that Kathy could satisfy 
both friends if she would discuss the problem with Becky. 
Five of the male subjects believed that Kathy should 
fulfill her promise to play with her friend, Becky. 
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Once more, the collective behavior of the subjects are 
indicators of Stage Three thinking. The subjects realized 
that honestly satisfying agreements are important qualities 
Question Three 
3. What makes two friends feel really close to 
each other? 
The male subjects responded to question three in 
this manner: 
Jim: Friends do many things together. They take 
walks, they talk together and they also spend 
time together. 
James; If you are nice to each other and you share 
your feelings and you both like a lot of the 
same things. 
Brad: If they spend a lot of time together and go 
over to each other's house a lot. 
Ben: Friendship is based on kindness. You do 
special things together like riding your 
bike together, swimming or watching T.V. 
together. 
Otis: Friends talk to one another, or they share 
their feelings with one another. They do 
all sorts of things together. 
Tim: Good friends do many things together. They 
help each other, they share, and sometimes have 
long talks. 
Rob: A friend is someone that you can talk over serious 
problems with. It is when you really care about 
a person, and won't push them away. 
Bob: A friend is someone whose friendship you enjoy. 
Usually, you invite them over to play. You 
write to them, or talk with them, or help them 
out when they are sad or hurt. 
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The female subjects responded to question three 
in this way. 
Jess: Friends do things together. They support each 
other. 
Jane: Friends help each other out when they are in 
trouble. Sometimes, they study together for 
tests. They have confidence in each other. 
Carrie: A friend is someone that you can trust and share 
time together. It is when you play together 
at recess. It is when you get into fights and 
it's okay. 
Anna: I think that people who are very much alike, 
helpful, and nice are pretty close. Sometimes 
they may fight, but that is natural. 
Beth: Friends are special when they play together, 
when they share special secrets. 
Joyce: Sometimes, friends are similar, and 
sometimes they are very different. If they 
met a special way, they might become friends. 
Julie: Well, friends can play and have fun together. 
When they can have talks, can trust each 
other and depend on each other, they are good 
friends. 
Ann: Friends help each other. They play together, 
and enjoy spending time together. 
Lee: If a friend can trust you, that makes you 
good friends. Also, if you can share a private 
secret, or solve a problem together. 
Discussion of Question Three 
Eight of the male subjects believed that friends 
should do many things together: taking long walks, spending 
a lot of time together, being kind and sensitive to one 
another, sharing with each other, helping each other. 
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and taking the time to talk over serious problems over 
which they may differ. 
The responses of the female subjects were similar 
to those from the males. They described close friends 
as those who help each other, who play together, are 
supportive, have fun together, and talk, trust, and rely 
on one another. They believed also that disagreements 
were a natural part of any friendship. 
Both male and female subjects harbored indicators 
of Kohlberg's Stage Three thinking. The subjects displayed 
exceptional perspectives and abilities to understand 
another person's views, and were alert to the factors 
required in building strong relationships. 
The next section discusses question four. 
Question Four 
4. Is it better when close friends are alike or 
different from each other? Why? 
The female subjects responded to question four in 
this fashion. 
Jess: It is better to be alike because then you will 
get to know what you're like. 
Lee: I think it is better when friends like different 
things. Then they can always try new things 
with each other. 
Beth: Good friends should like each other for who 
they are. 
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Julie: I think in some ways they should be different 
and some ways they should not. I think they 
should be able to be the same in a way that 
they like the same things. 
Ann: I think friends should be different because 
then you can learn from each other. The 
thing that should be the same is kindness. 
The way we should be different are our talents. 
Carrie: I think it is better to be different because 
you will learn more, but if you are the same 
you won't learn as much. 
Joyce: Friends should like a few of the same things, 
but they should be different too. They may 
both like school, but like different subjects. 
Anna: I think a friendship would be better if the 
people were alike because if they have nothing 
in common they might fight a lot. 
Jane: Close friends should be alike because it is 
better that they are. That way they don't 
fight over friendships. 
The male subjects responded to the same question 
in this way. 
Bob: Good friends should have the same kind of feelings. 
Brad: I think friends should probably be like each 
other because then you'd like to do the same 
things. 
Ben: I think that friends should be different because 
they can learn to do different things together. 
Tim: It doesn't matter, good friends don't have to 
be alike to be friends. Friends should be playful, 
good and humorous. 
Rob: Different because then you share different 
thoughts. Also, you can learn new things. 
The way that they should be the same is to have 
good hearts. 
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Jim: I think friends should be alike because they 
like to do the same things. Also, they won't 
argue. They should be the same in that they 
like the same games and do fun things together. 
They should be different in feelings and special 
things. 
James: It doesn't really matter as long as you're 
nice to each other. You can be different or 
alike. 
Otis: I don't think that it matters because you like 
each other. It is how you feel about your friends. 
Discussion of Question Four 
Six of the male subjects believed that friends should 
be different, at least in some ways, because it makes 
the friendship more interesting. There was a common 
belief among the subjects that friends should be the 
same in critical ways, such as honesty, kindness and 
in sharing in their feelings. According to Kohlberg's 
concepts of moral reasoning, these subjects displayed 
characteristics of a Stage Three thinker. 
Two of the male subjects believed that friends should 
be alike because liking similar things, they avoid 
arguments. This thinking reflects the characteristics 
of Stages One and Two in Kohlberg's formulation. 
Five female and six male subjects followed similar 
paths in contending that friends should be different, 
to allow for different learning experiences, but should 
share similar visions of kindness. Four of the female 
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subjects believed that close similarities among friends 
would make for easier relationships. 
The female subjects appeared to be threatened by 
differences noted within friendships, fearing that outsiders 
could possibly disturb their relationship. 
Question four posed an ordinary query to the subjects, 
one they related to very personally. Both male and female 
subjects responded very directly, using such words as 
"togetherM, "trust" and "sharing". Responses were fairly 
similar. They obviously drew on background knowledge 
to answer the questions from their personal experiences. 
Six female subjects exhibited the thinking characteristics 
of Kohlberg's Stages One and Two. The subjects considered 
relationships as both intimate and personal, yet they 
considered deep-seated friendships to be based on 
characteristics such as supportiveness, dependability 
and forgiveness. One female subject was evasive in her 
response, stating that similarities and differences may 
lead to a good friendship, or this simply might derive 
from the special way in which the friends met. 
In the next section we will encounter the Bowhead 
Whale dilemma, which requires the subjects to make highly 
personal judgments about an environmental issue and from 
a different perspective. 
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The Bowhead Whale 
The Bowhead Whale, of which only three thousand 
survive, is in danger of extinction. They live in the 
Arctic Ocean. Russia, Japan and the United States have 
all reached agreement with the International Whaling 
Commission to cease hunting these whales. 
Alaskan Eskimos, following an ancient, deep-rooted 
cultural tradition based on survival, set out each spring 
to hunt and to kill these whales. Environmentalists 
argue that the Eskimos can satisfy their food needs in 
other ways, and that many whales are slaughtered 
unnecessarily, rather than simply for food. 
The United States Government nevertheless, has waged 
the Iaternational Whaling Commission to permit the Eskimos 
to continue hunting the Bowheads. 
Question One 
1. What is the problem in this dilemma? 
Three female subjects used the words, "are killing", 
to identify the problem. Four female subjects focused 
on the word, "extinct", while one focused on "tradition." 
Tne female subjects responded to question one as 
follows: 
Ann: Eskimos are killing Bowhead whales and 
are not using the whales they are killing. 
Julie: The Bowhead Whales are getting killed and 
also becoming extinct. The Eskimos are just 
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killing them and then leaving them to rot. 
If they want to eat them that is okay, but 
they should not kill them for fun. 
Anna: The Eskimos have always killed Bowhead Whales. 
Bowheads are becoming extinct. The Eskimos 
have motor boats and can always get other food. 
Beth: The Bowhead Whales are becoming extinct, but 
every year the Eskimos go out to kill them 
and bring them back to shore. 
Jess: Eskimos are killing the Bowhead Whales every 
spring. I think that it is wrong because the 
whales are becoming extinct. 
Carrie: The Eskimos are killing the Bowhead Whales 
for fun. They no longer used them for food, 
and many just lay on the ice to die. 
Jane: The United States, Russia, and Germany signed 
an agreement that they wouldn't kill Bowhead 
Whales any longer. But, the Eskimos continue 
to kill them. 
Joyce: The Eskimos are killing the Bowhead Whales and 
not using them. They don't even eat them. 
Lee: The Eskimos are killing the Bowhead Whales 
because of their tradition and the United States 
is permitting them to do so. 
The answers of the female subjects varied, as did 
those of the males subjects, however, the responses of 
the male subjects seemed more consistent. Five male 
subjects used the word "extinct," while one mentioned 
"religion/" and another mentioned "agreement/" and one 
used the phrase, "are killing." The male subjects responded 
to the question as follows: 
Jim : The Bowhead Whales are being killed. They 
are close to becoming extinct. 
Jess: The Bowhead Whale is becoming extinct, and 
the Eskimos have a tradition that does not 
help. They are allowed to kill the whale, 
many of which are lost or never brought into 
port. 
Otis: The Bowhead Whales are becoming extinct and 
the Alaskan Eskimos continue to kill them. 
Brad: The problem is that the Bowhead Whales are 
becoming extinct and the Eskimos are killing 
them without a good reason. 
Tim: The Bowhead Whales are becoming extinct. 
The Eskimos kill these whales and are 
wasting them as food during their traditional 
celebration. 
Ben: For religious reasons, the Eskimos are killing 
the Bowhead Whales. 
James: The problem here is that the United States' 
Government signed an agreement and has let 
whale killing go on. Another problem is that 
the Bowhead Whales are dying for nothing. 
Rob: The Eskimos are killing Bowhead Whales for 
no good reason. There are only three 
thousand left. 
The next section offers a discussion of question 
one. 
Discussion of Question One 
Eight female subjects were able to recognize clearly 
the problem in this dilemma. They bolstered their point 
of view by blaming the Eskimos' hunting tradition for 
the killing that may totally destroy the Bowhead Whale. 
Each female subject mentioned the phrase, "are killing." 
Three of the female subjects referred to the word "extinct. 
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Their reasoning varied as to why the Eskimos continued 
killing Bowhead Whales. One subject appeared genuinely 
concerned that Washington had not done more to protect 
the whales, and expressed additional concern about their 
treatment. 
All the male subjects identified the dilemma problem. 
Five mentioned the word "extinct." They believed that 
the Eskimos were killing the Bowhead Whales for no 
apparently good reason. One subject believed that the 
Eskimos were killing the whales for religious reasons. 
Another subject believed that the United States had not 
done enough to stop the killing. 
Question Two 
2. Was it right or wrong for the United Spates 
to ask the International Whaling Commission 
to permit the Eskimos to continue killing 
the whales? Why? 
The female subjects responded in these ways. 
Ann: It is wrong because soon the whales will 
become extinct. Then the Eskimos won't have 
any Bowhead Whales. 
Beth: It is wrong because the whales are becoming 
extinct and once they are you can't see 
them anymore. 
Anna: It is wrong to let the animals die. Maybe 
they could just eat other things for a few 
years and let the whales have babies. 
Julie: I think that it is wrong for the United 
States to ask the Whaling Commission to let 
the Eskimos keep killing the Bowhead Whales. 
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I think that if they want to eat them, then 
that is okay. But, for fun, I do not think 
so. 
Carrie: : No, because the Bowhead Whale is becoming 
extinct, and there are few left. 
Joyce: : It was very wrong for the Eskimos to be 
allowed to kill the whales. They should put 
themselves in 'the Bowhead Whales' shoes. 
They would not feel too good. 
Jess: : It is wrong. They should not let them kill 
the whales any longer. 
Jane: : It is wrong because, what if whales were killing 
us and we were becoming extinct? 
Lee: : I think the Eskimos have a right to kill the 
whales because of tradition. 
Seven of the male subjects judged it wrong to kill 
the whales. The male subjects responded to the same 
question as follows: 
Ben: Wrong, because now they are killing them for 
fun. 
Jim: It is wrong because the whales will become 
extinct if the Eskimos keep on killing them. 
Otis: I don't think it is right for us to ask the 
International Whaling Commission to allow 
the Eskimos to kill the whales; they are becoming 
extinct. 
Brad: It is not right for the United States to let 
the Eskimos kill the whales because they are 
almost extinct. 
Bob: It is wrong for the United States to allow 
the Eskimos to kill the whales because they 
are an endangered species. The Eskimos are 
wasting the whales and also killing them. 
149 
James: I think it is wrong for the Eskimos to kill 
the whales. The United States should do 
something to stop it. 
Rob: Wrong, because there are only three thousand 
Bowhead Whales left. 
Tim: I think the United States should not let the 
Eskimos hunt the whales and they should 
consider that the animal would become extinct 
sooner than later. 
Discussion of Question Two 
Question two raises a moral judgment about whether 
or not the United States should ask the International 
Whaling Commission to allow the Eskimos to continue 
killing Bowhead Whales. The subjects were asked to make 
and justify a decision about the "rightness" or "wrongness" 
of the American position. All eight of the male subjects 
regarded this position as wrong, even if Eskimo tradition 
mandated killing, for whales faced extinction. Two of 
the same subjects recognized that the whales were not 
being used for food, but simply as part of Eskimo tradition. 
Eight of the female subjects believed that the 
American position was wrong, not only because whales 
were becoming extinct, but rather, because the Eskimos 
themselves would suffer from this extinction. One subject 
thought that it would be a good idea if the Eskimos could 
temporarily hunt other animals to allow the Bowhead Whale 
population to re-develop. Another female subject had 
different views, believing that the American position 
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helped defend Eskimo customs, and that the whales were 
used for food; apparently she had not understood that 
the Eskimos no longer needed whales for food, but killed 
them just because of Eskimo tradition. 
The next part presents question three. 
Question Three 
3. The environmentalists have one point of view, 
the Eskimos yet another. The environmentalists 
believed that Bowheads should be defended because 
their extinction could not be reversed; they would 
be gone forever. The Eskimos, however, have always 
hunted Bowheads; this is an important part 
of their culture. Which point of view is 
right? Why or Why not? 
The female subjects responded to question three 
as follows; 
Ann; The environmentalist point of view is the right 
one because it isn't right to kill living things 
when you don't use them. 
Beth: The environmentalists are right 
because thy want the Bowheads to live. 
Carrie: The environmentalists are right because the 
Eskimos should not kill whales because they 
kill them for fun. 
Jess: The environmentalists' point of view is the 
better one. What are the Eskimos thinking? 
They are only thinking about themselves. 
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Lee: The environmentalists' point of view is 
correct because if the Eskimos keep killing 
the Bowheads there will be no more left. 
Anna: The environmentalists' point of view is better; 
they are saving the earth and the animals. 
Jane: Both sides are wrong in a way and right in a 
way. The environmentalists are right because 
the whales are almost gone, and the Eskimos 
are right because they have been hunting whales 
all of their lives. 
Julie: 
• 
I think the environmentalists are right because 
once an animal becomes extinct it is gone forever 
The Eskimos should hunt the whales for food, 
not for fun. 
Joyce: Well, I think both points of view are right. 
The environmentalists' point is very good. 
But the Eskimos' point is good too. I mean 
that whale killing is part of their culture. 
The male subjects responded to the same question 
as follows: 
Jim: The environmentalists' point of view is the 
best because if something becomes extinct it 
is gone forever. 
Bob: The environmentalists think that the Bowheads 
should not be hunted by the Eskimos because 
they are becoming extinct, but Eskimo culture 
would also be gone. 
Jim: I think the environmentalists are right because 
the animal is becoming extinct. I think that 
the Eskimos should change their tradition. 
Rob: The environmentalists are right because the 
Eskimos kill the whales and leave them out to 
die and that isn't right. 
Brad: The environmentalists are right because the 
Eskimos no longer eat the whales and the whales 
are almost extinct. 
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Otis: I think the environmentalists have a good point 
because whales need life like we need ours. 
The Eskimos could always find something else 
to eat and to hunt. 
Ben: The environmentalists are right because killing 
whales is wrong, but if the Eskimos stop killing 
the Bowheads it should help. 
James: I think that the environmentalists have a better 
view than the Eskimos because they care about 
every living thing, and the Eskimos do not. 
The following is a discussion of question three. 
Discussion of Question Three 
Both female and male subjects believed strongly 
that the environmentalist point of view superceeded that 
of the Eskimos. Fifteen (15) subjects agreed with the 
environmentalists. Two female subjects believed that 
the Eskimos had a right to continue to practice their 
traditions. 
The researcher noticed a distinction in responses 
between male and female subjects. The female subjects 
considered how the animal might feel and its right to 
live and to reproduce. They were also, however, concerned 
with Eskimo tradition. The male subjects believed that 
the environmentalist position was best, that the Eskimos 
should help save the Bowheads from extinction. 
Question four offers a discussion that involves 
making serious moral judgments. Subjects must decide 
whether or not the poor or the unemployed people should 
hunt the bowheads. 
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Question Four 
4. The United Spates proposed an Eskimo 
monopoly on hunting Bowheads. What about a 
poor Alaskan fishing village inhabited by 
unemployed people who could benefit from 
hunting Bowheads? Should they be allowed 
to do so? Why or Why not? 
The female subjects responded to the question in 
this way. 
Carrie: No, because they should be able to hunt another 
animal that is not becoming extinct. That way 
the Bowheads could live. 
Lee: No, they still should not be able to kill the 
Bowhead Whales. 
Ann: No, I don't think so because, in the story, 
the Eskimos don't use the Bowheads for food. 
If the whales are allowed to be killed, then 
soon they will become extinct. 
Joyce: It would be better if no one hunted down the 
Bowheads. That way it will be fair to everyone. 
Jess: No, no one should be allowed to hunt the Bowhead 
Whale. Then the Bowheads would be free to live 
like you and me. 
Beth: I don’t think anybody should be allowed to 
hunt or kill Bowhead Whales. Even if there 
are poor people who need the money. 
Anna: I think that it should the United States' decision 
If they don't want the Bowheads killed, they 
should ask the poor people to come to the United 
States. Otherwise, they should hunt them. 
Julie: Well, I think that if the Eskimos can hunt the 
Bowheads, then why shouldn't the poor people 
be able to? I still don't think it is right 
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Jane: 
but if the Eskimos can kill the whales, why 
can't the poor people? 
Maybe if they didn't kill too many it would 
be okay for the poor people to kill the whales. 
If there was some other way they could get 
money, then they should not hunt the animals. 
The male subjects responded to the same question 
in the following ways. 
Bob: I think that poor people should not be allowed 
to kill the Bowheads because the Bowhead 
Whale is becoming extinct and the United 
States made a mistake, because we are losing 
the Bowhead Whales. 
Tim: I think that we should leave the Bowheads 
alone, and also for the poor fishermen to 
find a different kind of whale to hunt. 
Rob: No, because there are only about 3,000 
Bowheads left and no one should be able to 
hunt them anymore. 
Brad: We should not let these people hunt the Bowhead 
Whales, but the United States should give 
them food. 
Otis: I think no one should hunt the Bowhead 
Whales. If the poor fisherman can use 
the money, I would still say "no." 
James: I think no, because why don't they get a 
job if they are poor, then sell something else, 
like fish? 
Jim: Nobody should be allowed to hunt the Bowheads 
unless there are too many of them. 
Ben: Yes, the poor fishermen should hunt because 
they need the money and food. 
Discussion of Question Four 
Question four offered a dilemma that required the 
subjects to think about a very important environmental 
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issue centered on the Bowhead Whales. There are two 
sides to this dilemma. The researcher found the subjects 
to be sensitive and caring in their views, with over 
three-fourths (3/4) of the group believing that the Bowhead 
Whales should be saved. Two female subjects expressed 
a different position, contending that the Eskimos had 
a right to maintain their tradition. The fifteen (15) 
male and female subjects who believed the whale should 
be saved raised four issues: 
1. The Eskimos should find other targets so that 
the whales can avoid extinction. 
2. The United States should do more to protect 
the whales. If necessary, we should give food to 
those Eskimos needing it. 
3. The Eskimos, the United States, and the 
International Whaling Commission should display 
compassion, and stop killing an animal that is 
almost extinct. 
4. Killing is unfair to animals and all living 
things, which we should appreciate and enjoy more. 
To assess the subjects' moral reasoning, the researcher 
needed to consider Kohlberg's concepts regarding moral 
reasoning. Lickona's research (1983-88) recognizes the 
validity of Kohlberg's views on moral stages of development. 
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Lickona (1971) modeled his research on the theories of 
Piaget and Kohlberg. What he confirmed in his research 
is their contention that the moral reasoning and development 
of children can be modified through the use of hypothetical 
dilemmas. Lickona found that young children tend to 
respond in similar ways. Lickona views Kohlberg's theory 
of stages of moral reasoning as follows. Stage One is 
the unquestioning stage of the child's reasoning. There 
is a shift from self-assertion toward getting along. 
Lickona claims that Stage One brings a change. Children 
who by nature are independent and cooperative tend to 
move toward greater cooperation. Lickona is quick to 
add, however, that Stage One varies from child to child, 
depending on such factors as environment. Nevertheless, 
children are likely to develop Stage One characteristics 
between 4% and 5% years of age. 
Lickona claims, as did Kohlberg, to challenge a 
child's moral reasoning at Stage One, the reasoning should 
be pitched one stage above the child's. Using this as 
a rationale, the researcher presented four story dilemmas 
and pitched all story questions one stage above the 
subjects' moral reasoning. 
The researcher was able to assess to some extent 
the subjects' stages of moral reasoning by comparing 
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their overall responses to the story dilemma questions. 
Kohlberg's Stages Two, Three and Four, are presented 
in Lickona's (1983-88) assessment (pp. 134-247). 
A Profile of Stage Two 
Stage Two of moral reasoning contains the two aspects 
of fairness that Stage One lacked. Stage Two children 
are relentless negotiators, confronting the world with 
the question, "What is in it for me?" Lickona (1988) 
describes Stage Two of moral reasoning, as children swing 
back toward independence and individuality. They believe 
that everyone has his/her views and that it is right 
to follow one's own vision. "Do your own thing", or "What 
is in it for me?" They believe "Do unto others exactly 
what they do unto you, both good and bad." 
Stage Two children think of themselves as the moral 
equals of adults. In other words, they believe that 
children have rights. A tit-for-tat sense of fairness 
becomes very significant for Stage Two children. Children 
tend to sneak around if they are unable to negotiate 
as to what they believe is fair. 
Stage One children recognize that "fair" does not 
simply mean getting what you want, but that there are 
rules to be followed, like them or not. Stage Two children 
widen the lens a little, recognizing that there is more 
to fairness than just following the dictates of 
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group-ups. There is recognition during this stage what 
constitutes a good rule depends on your point of view, 
and that people should be free to do what they think 
suits them best. 
By age seven and eight, most children are well into 
Stage Two, which continues for some time, even as they 
made the transition to Stage Three. Lickona claims that 
even after children develop the more flexible reasoning 
and cooperative spirit of Stage Three, Stage Two maintains 
itself in their behavior. Lickona further claims that 
"Stage Two is alive and well in most adults" (p. 134). 
Lickona suggests that Stage Two thinkers should 
be treated with tolerance. A developmental view should 
be taken, an attempt to see things from their point of 
view. In addition, we should pursue reciprocity 
(tit-for-tat) in relationships, this being the best strategy 
for managing children's behavior in Stage Two. 
Finally, as the evaluation of moral reasoning continue, 
Lickona suggests that we be willing to negotiate and 
compromise in a spirit of fairness and love. Lickona 
claims that we should be willing to teach religious values 
if they are important to the child's life, to talk about 
feelings, to help children to reach for higher expectation, 
to nurture healthy relationships and help them feel like 
members of the group. 
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To summarize, Stage Two children need regular reminders 
that adults will listen to their point of view but will 
not tolerate disrespectful talk. This is the way to 
lay the foundation for honest communication when they 
enter their teens, and for adults to help them become 
honest, and open people. Lickona claims that the best 
way to foster development toward Stage Three is to 
understand what is missing at Stage Two, namely, caring 
about others, even if the individual does not benefit 
directly. Lickona contends that children begin to develop 
Stage Three moral reasoning during their middle elementary 
school years. 
The next section discusses the profile of Stage 
Three. 
A Profile of Stage Three 
At Stage Three of moral reasoning, children believe 
that being a good person means living up to an internalized 
image of how a "respectable person" behaves. The Stage 
Three thinker believes one should be nice to gain the 
good opinion of others (social approval) and of yourself 
(self-esteem). Finally, you should treat others as you 
want them to treat you (the Golden Rule). 
Stage Three thinkers can think of what others need, 
not just what they themselves want. When they put 
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themselves in the "other person's" shoes, they are capable 
of good deeds. 
Stage Three thinkers are more forgiving and flexible 
in their moral judgments. They can consider extenuating 
circumstances: mercy tempers justice. 
Stage Three persons have a concept of character. 
It is important to note that, unless experience has made 
them cynical, children generally accept the idea that 
grown-ups are wise and good and that following their 
advice will help a child grow up to become a good person. 
The Stage Three person regards a good relationship 
as involving mutual trust and support. He/she can behave 
more responsibly in a group because he/she now shares 
a group perspective. 
Stage Three people are relatively easy to get along 
with as children, but may seem to "regress" during the 
early teens, claims Lickona. 
A Stage Three person has a true conscience, but 
it is flawed, being both inner-directed and outer-directed 
at the same time. "It is," states Lickona, "because 
it contains internal standards, but outer-directed because 
it depends on others to define what those standards should 
be" (p. 163). 
A Stage Two thinker would believe of the Golden 
Rulvo: do unto others as they do unto you. This changes 
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by Stage Three to become: do unto others as you would 
have them do unto you. The following is an example of 
a response by a Stage Three thinker. 
Ask children: What does the Golden Rule tell you 
to do if somebody punches you? The reasoning at Stage 
Two would say, "Punch him back. There is no end to 
revenge.* Hitting back really does not solve the problem. 
To summarize, according to Kohlberg's moral stages, 
subjects seem to operate at a mixed level of moral 
reasoning. While a few subjects operated at Stage One, 
most functioned between Stages Two and Three. 
A Profile of Stage Four 
Stage Four can develop in the teenage years. It 
constitutes a giant step towards what is normally thought 
of as adult morality. Stage Four has broader horizons 
than Stages Two and Three. Now, a teenager can think 
of himself/herself as being part of one or more social 
systems. 
In Stage Three, children want to satisfy the 
expectations of the important people in their lives. 
Those expectations help to make him/her a more sensitive 
and caring person. However, those same expectations 
also restrict them by preventing the growth of individual 
personality. The Stage Four person has more independence 
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than in Stage Three. These persons swing back toward 
differentiation, towards asserting their individuality. 
They display a stronger sense of self, setting their 
own agenda. These people are more sensitive to social 
obligations than at Stage Three. They actively contribute 
to their community and society because they have a sense 
of belonging. 
Lickona (1988) contends that "Stage Four is the 
foundation of a democratic society, producing citizens 
who care about more than themselves and their own family. 
In today's society, however, many high school graduates 
still are unable to see beyond himself/herself and his/her 
group" (pp. 197-199). 
In summary, at Stage Four of moral reasoning, children 
believe that being a good person includes carrying out 
responsibilities to the social system of which they feel 
a part. They believe that doing so helps keep the system 
going, and maintain personal self-respect as "someone" 
who meets his/her obligations. They can see the ripple 
effects of an action like stealing, cheating, or lying 
by thinking, "What if everybody did it?" Once a person 
reaches Stage Four, he/she cares about people in his/her 
system whom they do not know personally, as well as those 
they do know. They exhibit and understand the qualities 
of a good citizen. 
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The results of these findings are presented later 
in this chapter. 
The quantitative data was presented in seven parts. 
They were: (a) the results of the pilot tests, (b) the 
results of pretest and posttest, (c) discussion of Phase 
One, (d) the format for group sessions, (e) role-taking 
opportunities, (f) the research groups, and (g) the results 
and interpretation of the statistical data. 
Results of Pilot Assessment 
The instrument was design to be used as both the 
pretest and posttest. The validity of the instrument 
was established through two pilot tests. The tests were 
administered by the researcher. The test was given to 
two groups of fourth graders, who were not identified 
with the study. 
Following the revisions of the test, it was then 
administered to the second group of fourth-graders. 
All revisions were made before the presentation of the 
instrument. To apprise the reader, the names of the 
story characters were changed for the purpose of the 
posttest. Statistical significance was established for 
the instrument at the 90% level of confidence. 
The next section discusses the results of the pretest 
and posttest. 
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Results of Pretest and Posttest 
A total of fifty-four (54) third-grade subjects 
were pretested at the beginning of Phase One to 
establish a base from which the objectives for the study 
would be evaluated. Eight test items concentrated 
specifically on moral reasoning and perspective¬ 
taking. Eight items concentrated on the ability of the 
subjects to make sound moral judgments. Finally, the 
last eight items focused on the subjects' perception 
of the effects of story dilemma discussions in promoting 
their moral judgments. 
At the conclusion of the nine week period, the posttest 
was administered to all subjects. 
The results of the pretest and posttest are presented 
in figures. These show the findings of the Control Group, 
the Hawthorne-Control Group and the Exploratory Group. 
Three significant areas of the statistical analyses were 
discussed. They were the mean, the confidence intervals 
and the standard deviation among subjects. Percentages 
were also used to display additional information regarding 
subjects. The test results are presented later in this 
chapter. 
Discussion of Phase Two 
The role of the researcher was that of gathering 
from discussions by the subjects of four real-life story 
dilemmas, as well as from pretest and posttest. 
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The objectivity of the study was presented to the 
treatment group, and was followed by the presentation 
of the first of four real-life story dilemmas. There 
was an oral reading of a real-life story dilemma and 
an open-ended discussion during the session. It concluded 
with four written story questions that required the subjects 
to answer in writing. Each session followed the same 
format. 
The information from the written responses was used 
in the assessment of the subject's moral reasoning stage, 
according to Kohlberg's theory of moral development stages. 
Lickona's (1987) participatory procedures were utilized 
in this study to ensure maximum input from each subject. 
The format was as follows. 
Format Used for Group Sessions 
This format was used in each group session. The 
subjects moved their chairs into a circle, whose purpose 
was to create a sense of community and unity, and also 
to make it possible for all group members to have eye 
contact. 
Each story dilemma was presented with the instructions 
indicated in Chapter III. 
Immediately following the dilemma discussion, the 
subjects were asked to respond in writing to four story 
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questions, which were not scored. However, answers were 
used to determine the subject's placement in Kohlberg's 
hierarchy of moral development stages. The discussions 
enlarged the written responses, and enabled the researcher 
to pitch the moral reasoning one stage above the subject's, 
as suggested by Kohlberg. 
The researcher found the subjects to be sensitive 
in their problem-solving judgments, and to display favorable 
characteristics such as: (a) a sense of fairness, (b) 
justice, (c) concern for human welfare, (d) rule of law, 
and (e) a rational process. 
Opportunities for role-play were also included in 
Phase Two. 
Role-Taking Opportunities 
Role-taking was the other component of Phase Two. 
Subjects separated into small groups to role-play a story 
scene, or to discuss a specific problem. After ten minutes 
or so, the groups reassembled to discuss their findings. 
Role-taking provided the structure for discussions and 
moral reasoning. The pre-discussions and group support 
shifted the responsibility to the group, and also provided 
encouragement for individual participation in the larger 
group. Subjects, therefore, challenged their points 
of view. 
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The format established a discussion routine that 
enabled subjects to focus on Kohlberg's stages of moral 
reasoning and development. 
The third component of Phase Two consisted of two 
weekly sessions. The subjects were required to listen 
to a selected real-life story dilemma, to participate 
in an open-ended discussion and to respond (in writing) 
to four story questions. 
Phase Two of the treatment emphasized the following 
theory, as based on Lickona's participatory concepts: 
1. Participants heard the other's views. 
2. Peer grouping with discussion and problem solving 
allowed subjects to empathize with each other. 
3. Participants developed greater self-awareness, 
as revealed in the literature review. 
4. The use of interactive discussions: 
(a) Helped subjects think (cognitive development), 
(b) Helped subjects speak and listen (social 
development), 
(c) Helped subjects develop respect for themselves 
(ego development) and, 
(d) Helped subjects develop respect for others, 
a sense fairness, and a sense of responsibility 
(moral development). 
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Lickona (1971) further theorized that an emergence 
from egocentrism enables the child to differentiate between 
self and environment, to empathize with others, and promotes 
an understanding of morality as a psychosocial consensus. 
Kohlberg theorizes that the experiences of social equality, 
usually with other children, develops an understanding 
of mutual respect for social rules. "These rules," Kohlberg 
asserts "are rules that are the basis of any kind of 
social functioning" (pp. 22-23). 
The research questions are offered in the next section. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions were measured in 
their relationship to increased moral judgment among 
subjects. 
1. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
as concepts through the real-life dilemma 
approach, as compared to the "special attention" 
approach? 
2. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the "special attention" approach? 
3. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the real-life dilemma approach? 
4. Do real-life story dilemma discussions increase 
values, such as fairness, honesty, respect and 
responsibility more effectively than do the 
"Let's Be Caring" or the "special "attention approach? 
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5. What is the relationship between the "special 
attention", the "Let's Be Caring", and discussion 
of real-life story dilemmas? 
After investigating these preceeding research questions, 
the researcher continued the second component of the 
study, which was to develop a model for teaching moral 
education to young school age children, which such teaching 
becoming an integral part of the curriculum. 
The Research Groups 
In this study, all groups were exposed to the same 
daily routines which were comparable to one another. 
In addition to the daily work, participants in the 
Hawthorne-Control group received "special attention". 
The participants in the exploratory group received the 
treatment, while the control group received no treatment. 
It is important to note that, during the nine week 
period of this study, the "Let's Be Caring" (LBC) Program 
was not implemented at the third grade level. 
The posttest was administrated according to 
standardized procedures. This was done in the individual 
classrooms of the participants on the same morning. 
The pretest occurred in October, 1992, and the posttest 
in January, 1993. 
The pretest and posttest items are discussed in 
the next section. 
The raw data analysis from which the results were 
drawn is contained in Appendix E. Figures and Tables 
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illustrate the statistical analysis of individual items 
on the pretest and posttest by each of three groups. 
Results and Interpretation of the Statistical Data 
The results and interpretation of the qualitative 
and quantitative data is offered in discussion and in 
statistical form. Each test item was presented in the 
context with which it was offered in the treatment. 
In addition, each test item was presented with an individual 
response to the data. 
Table 1 represents the mean and standard deviation 
for each question. Table 2 delineates the results of 
the difference of means test as applies to each question, 
per group. The resultant "t" value is displayed. 
The statistical data offered no appreciable difference 
between groups, therefore, most of the data was reported 
qualitatively. However, the study offers a description 
of the statistics, such as means and standard deviations. 
A Response to the Data 
The first section discusses the test items presented 
in "The Spelling Test" Dilemma, whose questions are in 
Appendix B, and so on, as regard to the other dilemmas. 
Item One 
1. Nancy should tell on Karen and Susan because 
what they did was unfair to her. 
In the control group, the most popular response 
among both male and female subjects was ''Yes." Seven 
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Table 1 
Mean and Standard Deviation by Group 
Per Question 
Mean SD 
Question Group 
1 Control 0.368 0.955 
Hawthorne 0.353 0.931 
Exploratory 0.222 1.003 
2 Control 0.316 0.820 
Hawthorne 0.529 0.800 
Exploratory 0.389 0.778 
3 Control 0.316 0.749 
Hawthorne 0.235 0.831 
Exploratory 0.333 0.767 
4 Control 0.632 0.684 
Hawthorne 0.706 0.686 
Exploratory 0.722 0.575 
5 Control 0.158 0.958 
Hawthorne 0.176 0.951 
Exploratory 0.056 0.998 
6 Control -0.316 0.749 
Hawthorne -0.471 0.624 
Exploratory -0.444 0.705 
7 Control 0.263 0.933 
Hawthorne 0.412 0.870 
Exploratory 0.444 0.922 
8 Control -0.684 0.749 
Hawthorne -0.706 0.686 
Exploratory -0.778 0.647 
9 Control 0.421 0.838 
Hawthorne 0.471 0.717 
Exploratory 0.722 0.461 
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Table 1 Continued 
Mean and Standard Deviation by Group 
Per Question 
Mean SD 
Question Group 
10 Control 0.632 0.597 
Hawthorne 0.588 0.712 
Exploratory 0.722 0.416 
11 Control ■0.316 0.820 
Hawthorne -0.412 0.795 
Exploratory -0.278 0.895 
12 Control 0.263 0.872 
Hawthorne 0.118 0.928 
Exploratory 0.111 0.900 
13 Control 0.368 0.895 
Hawthorne 0.353 0.931 
Exploratory 0.389 0.916 
14 Control 0.526 0.697 
Hawthorne 0.647 0.606 
Exploratory 0.611 0.608 
15 Control 0.789 0.631 
Hawthorne 0.765 0.644 
Exploratory 0.778 0.647 
16 Control -0.316 0.885 
Hawthorne -0.412 0.939 
Exploratory -0.444 0.922 
17 Control 0.368 0.831 
Hawthorne 0.706 0.588 
Exploratory 0.500 0.786 
18 Control 0.526 0.772 
Hawthorne 0.529 0.717 
Exploratory 0.556 0.784 
Table 1 Continued 
Mean and Standard Deviation by Group 
Per Question 
Mean SD 
Question Group 
19 Control 0.526 0.612 
Hawthorne 0.765 0.437 
Exploratory 0.667 0.485 
20 Control -0.158 0.834 
Hawthorne -0.294 0.849 
Exploratory -0.222 0.878 
21 Control 0.474 0.772 
Hawthorne 0.412 0.970 
Exploratory 0.500 0.786 
22 Control 0.526 0.772 
Hawthorne 0.647 0.606 
Exploratory 0.667 0.594 
23 Control 0.412 0.870 | 
Hawthorne 0.235 0.903 
Exploratory 0.333 0.907 
24 Control 0.526 0.772 
Hawthorne 0.412 0.870 
Exploratory 0.500 0.786 
25 Control 0.526 0.772 
Hawthorne 0.588 0.712 
Exploratory 0.611 0.698 
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Table 2 
Comparison Survey of the Three Groups 
on the Measure of Difference of Means Test 
"t" Statistic 
Control - Hawthorne Control - Exploratory Hawthorne » Exploratory 
Question 
1 0.049 0.454 0.399 
: 2 0.790 0.280 0.530 
3 0.310 0.070 0.360 
! 4 0.330 0.440 0.080 
5 0.060 0.320 0.370 
6 0.670 0.540 0.120 
7 0.490 0.590 0.110 
8 0.090 0.410 0.320 
9 0.190 0.340 0.240 
10 0.200 0.520 0.670 
11 0.360 0.140 0.470 
12 0.490 0.520 0.020 
13 0.050 0.070 0.120 
14 0.550 0.390 0.180 
15 0.120 0.060 0.060 
16 0.320 0.430 0.100 
17 1.390 0.490 0.870 
18 0.010 0.110 0.100 
19 1.330 0.770 0.630 
20 0.490 0.230 0.250 
21 0.230 0.100 0.320 
22 0.520 0.620 0.100 
23 0.580 0.260 0.320 
24 0.420 0.100 0.320 
25 0.250 0.350 0.100 
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females and six males (or 2.47% ) made the judgment to 
tell on Karen and Susan because they believed that cheating 
had been unfair to Nancy. The posttest indicated only 
a slight change. 
When compared to the Hawthorne group, responses 
on the pretest appeared more widespread than the responses 
of the control group. Four of the female subjects (0.68%) 
stated "Yes," while four (0.68%) responded :,No," and 
one was "Undecided." Seven (or 1.19%) of the male subjects 
stated "Yes," one was "No," and none were "Undecided." 
The most popular response was "Yes". When compared to 
the posttest, one female subject changed her moral judgment 
from a "No," to a "Yes," and one male subject who had 
stated "Yes" on the pretest, stated "No" on the posttest; 
there was one "Undecided." There was no significant 
change in subjects' responses on item one from pretest 
to posttest. 
In the exploratory group, five female subjects and 
six male subjects (or 1.98%) responded "Yes," to item 
one. Four (or 0.72%) of the female subjects responded 
"No," and none were "Undecided." Of the male subjects, 
three (or 0.54%) responded "No," and none were "Undecided." 
The most popular response was "Yes". However, seven 
(or 1.33%) of the male and female subjects responded 
"No," to the item. 
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The preferred response to item one was "No," the 
moral judgment being that cheating was wrong for everyone. 
Therefore, to report the cheating because it was unfair 
to Nancy was judged to be wrong, based on Kohlberg's 
theory of moral stages of development, because it did 
not concern itself with the best interests of the class, 
but was rather, a personal issue. A subject who thinks 
this way shows characteristics of a thinker who falls 
between Stage One and Stage Two. 
By comparison, the most popular response in the 
control group indicated only a minor difference between 
the pretest and posttest scores. The statistical difference 
of the mean ranged from 0.497 to -0.111. The 
Eawthorne-Control group showed no difference between 
pretest and posttest, and the statistical difference 
of the mean ranged from 0.478 to 0.190. There was a 
slight increase from pretest to posttest in the exploratory 
group. The statistical difference of the mean ranged 
from 0.728 to 0.893. The results of difference of means 
test is displayed (see Figure 4.1). 
Item Two 
2. Should Nancy keep quiet about the cheating 
incident involving Karen and Susan? 
In the control group, four (or 0.76%) of the female 
subjects responded '’Yes," three (or 0.57%) responded 
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"No," and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." Six (or 1.14%) 
of the male subjects responded "Yes," one was "No," and 
three (or 0.57%) were "Undecided." The most popular 
response on the posttest was "No". There appeared to 
be an appreciable and meaningful difference between the 
means of the pretest and posttest. In the control group, 
the statistical difference of the mean ranged from -2.821 
to -3.086. 
Subjects in the Hawthorne-Control group answered 
item two as follows: In the pretest, seven (or 1.19%) 
of the female subjects responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) 
were "No," and none were "Undecided." Five (or 0.85%) 
of the male subjects responded "Yes," one was "No," and 
two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." The most popular response 
among the group was "Yes," while five (or 0.85%) ware 
"Undecided." When compared to the posttest, one female 
subject responded "Yes," seven (or 1.19%) replied "No," 
and one was "Undecided." Two (or 0.34%) of the male 
subjects responded "Yes," four (or 0.64%) were "No," 
and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." The most popular 
response was "Yes", while five (or 0.85%) were "Undecided." 
The statistical difference of the mean ranged from -3.244 
to -3.645. 
Six (or 1.08%) of the female subjects in the 
exploratory group responded "Yes" to item two, while 
two (or 0.36%) replied "No," and one was "Undecided. II II 
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When responses were compared from pretest to posttest, 
all groups had shifted from a r,Yes" response to a "No" 
response. The pretest to posttest analysis revealed 
a two point (or 0.34%) response difference in the control 
group, a one point (or 0.17%) regression in the responses 
of the Hawthorne-Control group. There was a four point 
(or 0.72%) increase of responses in the exploratory group. 
The statistical mean of the control group ranged 
from -2.821 to -3.086. That of the Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from -3.244 to -3.645, while that of the 
exploratory group ranged from -4.243 to -3.858. 
Item two posed a question on which only the individual 
could make a moral decision, as based on his/her own 
moral values. There was therefore, no preferred answer. 
A display of the results of the difference means test 
has been reported (see Figure 4.2). 
Item Three 
3. Nancy should consider how Karen and Susan 
would feel before she decides what action to 
take regarding their cheating. 
In the control group, two female subjects (or 0.38%) 
believed that Nancy should consider the feelings of Karen 
and Susan before she decides what to do about their 
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cheating. Three (or 0.57%) believed that the feelings 
of the two should not matter in deciding whether or not 
to tell. Four subjects (or 0.76%) were "Undecided". 
Seven male subjects (or 1.33%) answered "Yes," none were 
"No," and three (or 0.57%) were "Undecided." The most 
popular response was "Yes". Compared to the posttest, 
five female subjects (or 0.95%) responded "Yes," one 
was "No," and two (or 0.38%) remained "Undecided." Three 
male subjects (or 0.57%) responded "Yes," four (or 0.76%) 
were "No," and three (or 0.57%) were "Undecided." The 
most popular response was "Yes". Both male and female 
subjects had selected the preferred response. 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, four female subjects 
(or 0.68%) answered "Yes," three (or 0.51%) responded 
"No," and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." Four male 
subjects (or 0.68%) also answered "Yes," one was "No," 
and three (or 0.51%) were "Undecided." The most popular 
response was "Yes." When compared to the posttest, seven 
female subjects (or 1.19%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) 
were "No," and two (or 0.34%) remained "Undecided." 
The most popular response was "Yes". 
In the exploratory group, four (or 0.72%) of the 
female subjects replied "Yes," three (or 0.54%) were 
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"No," and two (or 0.34%) ware "Undecided." Five 
(or 0.85%) of the male subjects responded "Yes," none 
were "No," and four (or 0.72%) were "Undecided." When 
compared to the posttest, eight (or 1.44%) of the female 
subjects responded "Yes," none were "No," and one was 
"Undecided." Three (or 0.54%) of the male subjects 
responded "Yes," five (or 0.95%) chose "No," and one 
was "Undecided." The statistical difference of the mean 
among the male subjects on this particular item ranged 
from -0.825 to 0.380, a difference did not exist between 
the pretest and posttest scores. 
In the control group, the statistical difference 
of the mean ranged from -2.530 to -0.564. The answers 
in the Hawthorne-Control group ranged from 1.429 to 0.841. 
Those in the exploratory group ranged from 2.366 to 0.000. 
The results of difference means test is included 
(see Figure 4.3). 
The most popular response was the preferred answer. 
This may suggest that those subjects who gave the preferred 
answer can be considered Stage Three thinkers, able to 
see the situation from another person's point of view. 
These subjects were able to justify their opposition 
to cheating, as a destructive factor in society. 
The control group showed a shift in responses. 
Yet, the most popular answer between the groups suggested 
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that no significant difference existed between the pretest 
and the posttest. The Hawthorne-Control group also shifted. 
A three point difference emerged from pretest and posttest. 
The exploratory group climbed from a four :,Yes" to an 
eight "Yes" response. Clearly, there was a significant 
difference between pretest and posttest. The male subjects 
regressed by a two point difference, though it did not 
affect the most popular response which reflected a two 
point increase between pretest and posttest. The most 
popular response was ‘'Yes". The control group regressed 
between pretest and posttest by one point. The 
Hawthorne-Control group increased by three points, and 
the exploratory group by two points. The 
Hawthorne-Control group made the greatest increase of 
the three groups on this particular item. However, the 
cross-section of group responses indicated that the subjects 
demonstrated good moral reasoning. 
Item four questions whether or not the reward had 
been a significant factor in influencing cheating. 
Item Four 
4. Suppose there were no reward for winning 
the spelling test. Would it still be right 
to tell on Karen and Susan? 
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In the control group, seven (or 1.33%) of the female 
subjects responded "Yes," none were "No," and three 
(or 0.57%) were "Undecided." Seven (or 1.33%) of the 
males responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) responded "No," 
and one was "Undecided." The subjects' responses were 
similar when compared to the posttest. 
Seven female subjects (or 1.33%) responded "Yes," 
zero "No," and one was "Undecided." Eight males 
(or 1.52%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) "No," and 
none were "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.19%) responded "Yes," one "No," and one was 
"Undecided." Seven males subjects (or 1.19%) responded 
"Yes," one "No," and none were "Undecided." When compared 
to the posttest, seven female subjects (or 1.19%) responded 
"Yes," one "No," and one was "Undecided." Eight male 
subjects (or 1.36%) responded "Yes," none were "No," 
and none were "Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, seven of the female subjects 
(or 1.26%) responded "Yes," none were "No," and two 
(or 0.17%) "Undecided." Seven of the males (or 1.26%) 
responded "Yes," one "No," and one was "Undecided." On 
the posttest, eight female subjects (or 1.44%) responded 
"Yes," none were "No," and one was "Undecided." Three 
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male subjects (or 0.51%) responded "Yes," five (or 0.9%) 
"No," and one was "Undecided." 
Subjects in all groups chose the preferred answer 
as the most popular response. According to Kohlberg's 
theory of moral stages, those who responded "Yes," stood 
between Stage Two and Stage Three in reasoning. The 
subjects were capable of deciding that cheating had to 
be exposed because it injures everyone, and also that 
a reward is irrelevant to excusing cheating. 
The statistical difference of the mean ranged between 
0.264 to 0.497 in the control group. The Hawthorne-Control 
group difference ranged between 0.000 and 1.000. The 
exploratory group difference ranged between 0.603 and 
1.073 (see Figure 4.4). 
Item five posed a question about the relationship 
between friendship and exposing cheating. 
Item Five 
5. If Susan were not Nancy's friend, would it 
be easier to tell someone about the cheating? 
The preferred response for item five was open-ended. 
The subjects would need to make his/her decision about 
the role that friendship would play in choosing to report 
the cheating. A comparison between groups indicated 
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no difference in the female responses. Four female subjects 
(or 0.76%) believed that "Yes," was the right response. 
Four (or 0.76%) had responded "Yes," in the 
Hawthorne-Control group, while three (or 0.57%) from 
the exploratory group also responded "Yes." A comparison 
from pretest to posttest indicated no change in the 
exploratory group. The male subjects in the three groups 
answered similarly. Six male subjects (or 1.44%) in 
the control group responded "Yes," four (or 0.72%) "No," 
and none were "Undecided". Three female subjects (or 
0.57%) in the control group responded "Yes," six female 
subjects (or 1.00%) responded "No," and none responded 
"Undecided." In the exploratory group, three female 
subjects (or 0.34%) maintained a "Yes," response. Six 
(or 1.08%) responded "No," and none responded "Undecided." 
The most consistently popular response in the pretest 
was "Yes" among the three groups. The most consistently 
popular response on the posttest was "No". The responses 
between pretest and posttest indicated a one point 
difference within the control group. A two point difference 
in the Hawthorne-Control group, and a three point difference 
between pretest and posttest was shown in the exploratory 
group. The statistical difference of the mean in the 
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control group ranged from 0.343 to 1.030. The 
Hawthorne-Control group ranged from 0.403 to 0.775. 
The exploratory group ranged from 0.000 to 1.372 
(see figure 4.5). 
Item six proposed a question about whether or not 
cheating is ever appropriate. 
Item Six 
6. There are times in sports such as baseball 
or soccer when cheating is acceptable. 
The control group, two female subjects (or 0.38%) 
responded ’’Yes," while three (or 0.57%) responded "No," 
and four (or 0.76%) were "Undecided." One male subject 
responded "Yes," six male subjects (or 1.14%) responded 
"No," and three (or 0.57%) "Undecided." When compared 
to posttest, two female subjects (or 0.38%) responded 
"Yes," four (or 0.76%) responded "No," and two (or 0.38%) 
responded "Undecided." One male subject responded "Yes," 
while nine (or 1.71%) responded "No," and none were 
"Undecided." 
One female subject responded "Yes," in the 
Hawthorne-Control group. Four (or 0.68%) responded "No," 
and four (or 0.68%) responded "Undecided." Five 
(or 0.85%) of the male subjects responded "No," and three 
(or 0.51%) were "Undecided." Compared to the posttest, 
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one responded "Yes," seven (or 1.19%) "Wo," and none 
were "Undecided." 
On both pretest and posttest, the most popular response 
among subjects was "No." A four point increase occurred 
in the control group between pretest and posttest ,* a 
four point measure was shown in the Hawthorne-Control 
group, and a five point measure was shown between pretest 
and posttest in the exploratory group. 
The preferred response to item six was "No". Cheating 
was judged to be wrong under any circumstances although 
rationalizations could be presented. 
In the control group, the statistical difference 
of the mean ranged from 0.343 to -1.000. The 
Hawthorne-Control group ranged from 0.403 to -0.775. 
The exploratory group ranged from 0.000 to -1.372. 
This indicated a measurable increase of five points 
between pretest and posttest in the exploratory group 
(see Figure 4.6). 
The next item presented circumstances that may or 
may not be important in exposing the cheating. 
Item Seven 
7. If Nancy were to ever see Karen or Susan cheating 
again, she should tell her teacher. 
The preferred answer for item seven was "No". The 
key issue here is the need for unconditional honesty. 
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without pretest or extenuation. The individual decides 
to expose the cheating because he/she regards it as wrong, 
and not because the individual was caught cheating. 
In the control group, four female subjects (or 0.76%) 
believed that "Yes" was the best answer. Three (or 0.57%) 
believed the best response was "No," and two (or 0.38%) 
were "Undecided." Seven of the male subjects (or 1.33%) 
decided on a "Yes," response. Three (or 0.57%) chose 
"No," and none were "Undecided." The comparison made 
between pretest and posttest found that seven female 
subjects (or 1.33%) responded "Yes," and one was 
"Undecided," nine male subjects (or 1.71%) responded 
"Yes," and one "Undecided." Among the Hawthorne-Control 
group, six female subjects (or 1.02%) responded "Yes," 
three (or 0.51%) responded "No," and none were "Undecided." 
Five male subjects (or 0.85%) respondsd "Yes," one "No," 
and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." When compared to 
the posttest, eight female subjects (or 1.36%) responded 
"Yes," none were "No," and one was "Undecided." Seven 
(or 1.19%) male subjects responded "Yes," none were "No," 
and one was "Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.19%) believed "Yes" was the correct choice, two 
(or 0.36%) believed that "No" was the correct choice, 
while none were "Undecided". Nine females (or 1.62%) 
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responded "Yes." Eight males (or 1.44%) responded "Yes," 
none were ‘'No," and one was "Undecided." 
When compared to the posttest, the control group 
had a five point difference, and both the Hawthorne-Control 
group and the exploratory group had four point differences. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 2.699 to 3.005. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 1.271 to 2.083. The exploratory group 
ranged from 1.061 to 2.230 (see Figure 4.7). 
Item eight consists of a question that challenges 
the moral judgments of subjects in terms of broadening 
of perspectives. 
Item Eight 
8. Should Nancy consider Karen's feelings if she 
told on her? 
The most popular response among subjects was "No". 
The control group, the Hawthorne-Group, and the exploratory 
group, all responded very similarly. When results were 
compared from pretest to posttest, all those in the pretest 
responded "No." On the posttest, the most popular answer 
was "Yes." Most of the subjects struggled with this 
particular judgment. While the most popular answer was 
"No", many of the subjects decided that in reality, perhaps 
Nancy should consider Karen's feelings if she told on 
her. 
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The control group's difference between pretest and 
posttest was four points. There was also a difference 
of two points among the Hawthorne-Control group, and 
a one point difference in the exploratory group. The 
preferred response was "Yes". The subjects generally 
contended that feelings were important in a relationship, 
and should be considered. However, the individual should 
not allow this factor to influence his/her moral judgment, 
particularly when best interests of the person who cheats 
are at stake. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 3.132 to 4.919. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 2.397 to 4.364. The exploratory group 
ranged from 2.774 to 8.000 (see Figure 4.8). 
Item nine consisted of a question that required 
the subjects to consider the impact of cheating on fairness. 
Item Nine 
9. Is it fair to the entire class for Karen and 
Susan to cheat on the spelling test? 
In the control group, five (or 0.95%) of the female 
subjects responded ‘'Yes," one "No," and three 
(or 0.57%) were "Undecided." Seven (or 1.33%) of the 
male subjects responded "Yes," three (or 0.57%) "No," 
and none were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, 
two (or 0.36%) of the female subjects responded "Yes," 
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six (or 1.08%) "No," and none were "Undecided." No male 
subjects responded "Yes," while ten (or 1.8%) responded 
"No," and none were "Undecided." 
The Hawthorne-Control group differed slightly from 
the control group. Six female subjects (or 1.02%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) "No," and one was 
"Undecided." Four male subjects (or 0.68%) believed "Yes" 
was the best answer, none "No," and four (or 0.68%) were 
"Undecided." When compared to the posttest, one female 
responded "Yes," eight (or 1.36%) opted for "No," and 
none were "Undecided." Among the male subjects, one 
responded "Yes," eight (or 1.36%) responded "No," and 
none were "Undecided." 
Seven (or 1.26%) of the females in the exploratory 
group responded "Yes," none chose "No," and two (or 0.36%) 
were "Undecided." Six males (or 1.08%) responded "Yes," 
none chose "No," and three (or 0.54%) were "Undecided." 
The pretest to posttest comparison demonstrated that 
one female responded "Yes," eight females (or 1.44%) 
responded "No," and none were "Undecided." The differences 
between pretest and posttest indicated a shift in the 
subjects' responses. 
Item Ten 
10. Patty seems like a nice girl. Valerie should 
make a special effort to be her friend. 
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The preferred response in item ten was "Yes". All 
subjects selected the preferred response as their most 
popular answer. 
Five female subjects (or 0.95%) responded "Yes," 
none replied "No," and four (or 0.76%) "Undecided." 
Eight male subjects (or 1.52%) responded "Yes," one "No," 
and one was "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, 
six females subjects (or 1.08%) responded "Yes", none 
replied "No," and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided". Eight 
male subjects (or 1.44%) responded "Yes," none replied 
"No," and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.19%) believed that "Yes" was the best answer. 
One replied "No," and one was "Undecided." Five male 
subjects (or 0.85%) responded "Yes," one "No," and two 
(or 0.34%) were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, 
seven female subjects (or 1.19%) maintained a "Yes" 
response, one "No," and one was "Undecided." Seven male 
subjects (or 1.19%) responded "Yes," one "No," none were 
"Undecided." The male subjects shifted in their responses. 
In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.26%) answered "Yes," none favored "No," while three 
(or 0.54%) were "Undecided." 
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In the control group, there was a four point measure; 
in the Hawthorne-Control group a two point increase, 
and a three point measure of increase in the exploratory 
group. 
The preferred response was "No". The subjects' 
most popular answer was "Yes" in both pretest and posttest. 
In the control group, the statistical difference of the 
mean ranged from 2.354 to 4.853. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 4.243 to 6.523. The exploratory group 
ranged from 5.200 to 8.013 (see Figure 4.9). 
Friendship is important, and sometimes it is difficult 
to be objective when dealing with sensitive issues. 
Item ten presents such a situation. The subjects did 
well with this question item. Their decision that Valerie 
should make a special effort to be Patty's friend ties 
in with respect and responsibility; and developing the 
kinds of character that puts values such as kindness, 
sensitivity and caring into practice. The subjects were 
able to see the effects of Valerie's actions if she were 
to abandon the friendship. Subjects in the control group, 
the Hawthorne-Control group and the exploratory group 
displayed characteristics of friendship. They regarded 
the worth of someone, as well as respect for self, and 
respect for the rights and dignity of all persons involved. 
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In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.26%) answered "Yes," none favored "No," while three 
(or 0.54%) were "Undecided." 
The pretest, when compared to the posttest, indicated 
there was no significant difference in scores of the 
control group. A two point margin was offered in the 
Hawthorne-Control group and a four point increase in 
the exploratory group. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.397 to 0.852. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.000 to 0.683. The exploratory group 
ranged from 1.109 to 1.821, an indication of a significant 
difference in scores (see Figure 4.10). 
Item eleven offered subjects a challenging question 
about keeping a commitment. They were required to make 
judgments about moral reasoning concerning the issue. 
Item Eleven 
11. Valerie should keep her promise to K.ristal 
to make plans for a puppet show on Saturday. 
In the control group, no one responded "Yes," six 
(or 1.14%) female subjects responded "No," and three 
(or 0.57%) "Undecided," Four male subjects (or 0.76%) 
responded "Yes," four (or 0.76%) replied "No," and two 
(or 0.38%) were "Undecided." In the Hawthorne-Control 
group, no female subjects responded "Yes," while seven 
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(or 1.14%) chose "No", and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." 
Three male subjects (or 0.51%) responded "Yes," three 
(or 0.51%) were "No," and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, no one responded "Yes," seven 
female subjects (or 1.26%) responded "No," and two 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Of the male subjects, five 
(or 0.9%) responded "Yes," three (or 0.54%) favored "No," 
and one was "Undecided." When the pretest was compared 
to the posttest, six female subjects (or 1.08%) in the 
control group responded "Yes," none chose "No," and two 
(or 1.26%) responded "Undecided." Of the female subjects 
in the Hawthorne-Control group, eight (or 1.44%) responded 
"Yes," none chose "No," and one was "Undecided". Eight 
female subjects (or 1.44%) in the exploratory group 
responded "Yes," none "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Six males (or 1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) 
"No," and one was "Undecided." 
On the pretest, the most popular answer was "No". 
On the posttest however, the most popular response was 
"Yes". All the subjects had reconsidered their first 
choice, and decided that Valerie should keep her promise 
to Kristal. There was a three point difference in the 
control group between pretest and posttest. There was 
a four point increase in the Hawthorne-Control group, 
and there also was a four point increase between the 
pretest and posttest among the subjects in the exploratory 
group. 
The preferred answer was open-ended. The preferred 
response was based on the individual's ability to determine 
the best decision. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 2.090 to 6.036. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 2.049 to 9.045. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.598 to 9.045. The results indicate a 
significant difference in scores (see Figure 4.11). 
Item twelve proposed a question that deals with 
decisions centered on friendships. 
Item Twelve 
12. It is more important to be with an old friend 
than to make a new one. 
Six female subjects (or 1.14%) in the control group 
answered "No," and three (or 0.57%) were ’’Undecided." 
Four male subjects (or 0.76%) responded "Yes," four 
(or 0.76%) "No," and two (or 0.76%) were "Undecided." 
When compared to the posttest, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," none favored "No," and two 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Seven (or 1.126%) of the 
male subjects responded "Yes," none replied "No," and 
three (or 0.54%) were "Undecided." 
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In the Hawthorne-Control group, six (or 1.02%) of 
the females responded MYes," two (or 0.17%) "No," and 
one "Undecided." Two male subjects (or 0.34%) responded 
"Yes," four (or 0.68%) "No," and two (or 0.34%) were 
"Undecided." When compared to the posttest, one female 
subject responded "Yes," six (or 1.02%) "No," and two 
(or 0.34%) were "Undecided." One male subject responded 
"Yes," five (or 0.85%) "No," and two (or 0.34%) were 
"Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, six (or 1.08%) of the 
females answered "Yes," two (or 0.36%) were "No," and 
one was "Undecided." Two male subjects (or 0.36%) 
responded "Yes," four (or 0.72%) "No," and three 
(or 0.54%) were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, 
no female subjects responded "Yes," eight (or 1.44%) 
responded "No," and one was "Undecided." Two males 
(or 0.36%) responded "Yes," five (or 0.9%) responded 
"No," and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." 
The responses involving the Hawthorne-Control group 
and the exploratory group were similar. The responses 
generated from the control group may have been slightly 
higher because it was slightly larger. 
When the pretest was compared to the posttest, all 
groups showed a three point increase in item twelve. 
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Tne preferred answer was open-ended. Again, subjects 
were able to reconsider their earlier decision, and decided 
on a "No" response. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 1.500 to -4.350. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.607 to -2.626. The exploratory group 
ranged from -0.277 to -4.245. The results indicate 
a significant difference between scores (see Figure 4.12). 
The next item put a question to subjects that focuses 
on a characteristic of a good friend. 
Item Thirteen 
13. A good friend is a person who gives you the 
freedom to change your plans. 
The preferred response to item thirteen was "Yes." 
In the control group, six female subjects (or 1.14%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) were "No," and one was 
"Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.14%) were tested, 
and their responses were identical with those of the 
females. When compared to the posttest, five female 
subjects (or 0.9%) responded "Yes," none chose "No," 
and four (or 0.76%) were "Undecided." The difference 
shows a one point increase when related to the most popular 
answer. 
The responses of the Hawthorne-Control group were 
similar to those of the control group. Six female subjects 
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(or 1.02%) responded "Yes,” while three (or 0.54%) chose 
!'No," none were ’'Undecided." Five male subjects 
(or 0.86%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) were "NO/" 
and one was "Undecided." When compared to the posttest 
six female subjects (or 1.02%) remained consistently 
"Yes," two (or 0.34%) replied "No," and one was "Undecided." 
One male subject changed his "No," response to a "Yes." 
Six males (or 1.02%) on the posttest believed in "Yes," 
one in "No," and one was "Undecided." A comparison of 
the pretest and the posttest showed a one point increase 
for the subject's responses. 
In the exploratory group, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) were "No," 
and one was "Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.08%) 
responded "Yes," three (or 0.54%) were "No," and none 
were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, seven 
females (or 1.26%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," 
and none were "Undecided." The most popular answer was 
"Yes". There was a point increase in the scores of the 
subjects. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.138 to 1.523. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.250 to 0.599. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.267 to 0.564 (see Figure 4.13). 
Item fourteen is a question that deals with jealousy. 
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Item Fourteen 
14. It is wrong for Kristal to be jealous of Patty? 
In the control group, six female subjects (or 1.14%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) "Wo," and one was 
"Undecided." On the pretest, six male subjects (or 1.14%) 
responded "Yes," none chose "No," and four (or 0.76%) 
were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, six 
female subjects (or 1.08%) responded "Yes," one "No," 
and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Seven male subjects 
(or 1.26%) answered "Yes," one "No," and one was 
"Undecided." "Yes" was the most popular response on 
both the pretest and the posttest. There was apparently 
very little or no difference between the pretest and 
posttest scores. 
The subjects in the Hawthorne-Control group responded 
to item fourteen as follows. Seven females (or 1.19%) 
responded "Yes," one "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Five males (or 0.85%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) 
were "No", and one was "Undecided." 
The most popular response among subjects was "Yes". 
A one point measure was shown between the pretest and 
the posttest with no significant difference. 
In the exploratory group, six female subjects (or 
1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) were "No," and 
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one subject responded "Undecided." Six male subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded ''Yes," one was "No," and none were 
"Undecided." 
When compared to the posttest, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and 
one was "Undecided." Eight (or 1.44%) of the male subjects 
answered "Yes," one "No," and none chose "Undecided." 
A two point difference was shown between the pretest 
and the posttest. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from -0.318 to 0.453. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.343 to 0.539. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.000 to 0.600 (see Figure 4.14). 
The next item dealt with the broadening of 
perspectives. 
Item Fifteen 
15. Should Valerie behave nicely to Patty even 
if Kristal is troubled as a result? 
The preferred response to item fifteen was "Yes". 
In the control group, eight female subjects (or 1.52%) 
responded "Yes," on the pretest, one "No," and none were 
"Undecided." Nine male subjects (or 1.71%) responded 
"Yes," one "No," and none were "Undecided." The most 
popular response was "Yes". 
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In the Hawthorne-Control group, nine female subjects 
(or 1.53%) responded "Yes," one ’'No," and none were 
"Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.02%) responded 
"Yes," two "No," and none were "Undecided." When compared 
to posttest, seven female subjects (or 1.19%) responded 
"Yes," two (or 0.34%) "No," and none were "Undecided." 
Seven male subjects (or 1.19%) responded "Yes," one "No," 
and none were "Undecided." When the pretest and posttest 
were compared, the control group, the Hawthorne-Control 
group and the exploratory group showed a one point increase. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.030 to 0.083. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from -0.471 to -1.512. The exploratory 
group ranged from 0.000 to 1.000 (see Figure 4.15). 
Item sixteen offered a question that deals with 
respect and responsibility. 
Item Sixteen 
16. Should Valerie go to the circus with Patty 
and expect Kristal to understand? 
The preferred response on item sixteen was "No". 
It was the most popular answer with subjects in all groups. 
One female responded "Yes," five (or 0.95%) chose "No," 
and three (or 0.57%) were "Undecided." Four males 
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(or 0.76%) responded, "Yes," six (or 1.14%) accepted 
"No," and one was "Undecided." When compared to the 
posttest, not one female responded "Yes". Five (or 0.95%) 
responded "No," three (or 0.54%) responded "Yes." However, 
seven (or 1.26%) of the male subjects responded "No," 
and none were "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, one female responded 
"Yes," eight (or 1.36%) "No," and none were "Undecided." 
No female subjects responded "Yes," while nine (or 1.62%) 
chose "No," and none were "Undecided." No males responded 
"Yes," nine (or 1.53%) responded "No," and none were 
"Undecided." On the posttest, three males (or 0.51%) 
responded "Yes," five male subjects (or 0.85%) responded 
"No", none were "Undecided." In the exploratory group, 
one female subject responded "Yes," on the pretest, while 
eight (or 1.44%) replied "No," and none were "Undecided." 
Four male subjects (or 0.72%) responded "Yes," five 
(or 0.9%) "No," and none were "Undecided." Compared 
to the posttest, no female subjects responded "Yes," 
while eight (or 1.44%) were "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Three male subjects (or 0.54%) answered "Yes," six 
(or 1.08%) "No," and none were "Undecided." 
The pretest as compared to the posttest, showed 
one point increases in the control group, the 
Hawthorne-Control group and the exploratory group. 
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The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from -0.447 to -0.668. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from -0.475 to -0.000. The exploratory 
group ranged from -0.447 to -0.586 (see Figure 4.16). 
Friendship is a great responsibility. Item seventeen 
posed a challenge to the subjects' ability to make good 
moral judgments. 
Item Seventeen 
17. It is important to make new friends, though 
it may hurt an old friend. 
In the control group, five female subjects (or 0.95%) 
presented "Yes," as the best answer. Two (or 0.38%) 
responded "No," and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." 
Six (or 1.14%) males responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) 
responded "No," and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." 
Pretest to posttest comparison showed that six female 
subjects (or 1.08%) answered "Yes," one "No," and one 
was "Undecided." Six (or 1.08%) of the male subjects 
responded "Yes," four (or 0.72%) "No," and none were 
"Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, six female subjects 
(or 1.02%) responded "Yes," one "No," and two (or 0.34%) 
were "Undecided." Seven male subjects (or 1.19%) responded 
"Yes," none responded "No," and one was "Undecided. 
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Among the male subjects, five (or 0.85%) responded "Yes." 
On the posttest, three (or 0.56%) of the male subjects 
responded "No," and one was "Undecided." Five female 
subjects (or 0.85%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) "No," 
and one was "Undecided." The differences indicated a 
regression of three points among subjects. 
In the exploratory group, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) answered "Yes," one "No," and two (or 0.36%) 
were "Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.08%) also 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) were "No," and one was 
"Undecided." 
When pretest to posttest figures were compared, 
five female subjects (or 0.9%) answered "Yes," three 
(or 0.54%) "No," and none were "Undecided." 
The preferred response was "No". A judgment was 
made that personal feelings are always important and 
must be considered in a relationship. It is important 
to make new friends, but not at the expense of old ones. 
The subjects' most popular choice was "Yes," which suggested 
the presence of Stage Two's characteristics and reasoning. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.071 to -0.474. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from -0.824 to -1.556. The exploratory 
group ranged from -0.824 to -1.484 (see Figure 4.17). 
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Items eighteen through twenty-five, were given no 
preferred responses. These items were structured to 
provide information that answered questions concerned 
with real-life dilemmas. 
Item Eighteen 
18. Story dilemma discussions can be used to 
to make better judgments about disruptive 
issues, such as cheating or stealing. 
In the control group, six (or 1.44%) of the female 
subjects responded "Yes," one "No," and two (or 0.38%) 
were "Undecided." Seven male subjects (or 1.33%) responded 
"Yes," two (or 0.38%) "No," and one was "Undecided." 
A comparison of pretest to posttest revealed that seven 
female subjects (or 1.26%) responded "Yes," one "No," 
and none were "Undecided." Seven male subjects (or 1.26%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and one was 
"Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, six (or 1.2%) of 
the female subjects responded ’’Yes", none "No", and three 
(or 0.51%) were "Undecided." Five male subjects 
(or 0.85%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) "No," and 
was one "Undecided." On the posttest, eight (or 1.36%) 
of the female subjects responded "Yes," none were "No," 
and one was "Undecided." Six (or 1.02%) male subjects 
in the Hawthorne-Control group responded "Yes," none 
were "No," and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." 
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In the exploratory group, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," one "No," and two (or 0.36%) 
were "Undecided." Seven (or 1.26%) of the male subjects 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and none were 
"Undecided." On the posttest, eight female subjects 
(or 1.44%) believed in "Yes," one in "No," and none in 
"Undecided." Six (or 1.06%) of the male subjects responded 
"Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and one was "Undecided." 
The most popular response was "Yes". 
The figures showed no significant difference in 
the subjects' responses in the control, Hawthorne or 
exploratory groups. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.000 to 0.558. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 1.033 to 1.482. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.213 to 0.676 (see Figure 4.18). 
Item Nineteen 
19. Do you think the use of story dilemma discussion 
in the classroom would help make you more aware 
of your own judgments about theft or conflicts over 
friendship? 
In the control group, six female subjects (or 1.14%) 
answered "Yes," none chose "No," and three (or 0.57%) 
were "Undecided." Five (or 0.95%) of the male subjects 
answered "Yes," one "No," and four (or 0.76%) were 
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"Undecided." When compared to the posttest, six female 
subjects (or 1.08%) answered "Yes," none chose "No," 
and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Seven (or 1.26%) 
of the male subjects responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) 
were "No," and one was "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, six female subjects 
(or 1.02%) answered "Yes," none replied "No," and three 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Four male subjects 
(or 0.68%) believed that "Yes," was the best response, 
three (or 0.57%) accepted "No," and one was "Undecided." 
When compared to the posttest, eight females (or 1.36%) 
answered "Yes," none were "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Six male subjects (or 1.02%) responded "Yes," none were 
"No," and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.33%) answered "Yes," none picked "No," and two 
(or 0.38%) were "Undecided." When compared to the posttest, 
nine female subjects (or 1.62%) responded "Yes." Five 
male subjects responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and 
two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." 
The most popular response on both pretest and posttest 
was "Yes". A two point increase was shown in the control 
group, a one point increase in the Hawthorne-Control 
group, and a two point increase in the exploratory group. 
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The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.287 to 0.394. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.000 to 0.413. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.000 to 1.512 (see Figure 4.19). 
Item Twenty 
20. Story dilemma discussions will not necessarily 
improve the ability to make good moral judgments. 
One female subject in the control group responded 
"Yes," five (or 0.95%) responded "No," and three 
(or 0.57%) were "Undecided." Four male subjects responded 
"Yes," three "No," and three (or 0.54%) were "Undecided." 
When compared to the posttest, one female subject responded 
"Yes," while six female subjects (or 1.08%) responded 
"No," and one was "Undecided." Four male subjects 
(or 0.76%) answered "Yes," six (or 1.08%) responded "No," 
and none were "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, there were no "Yes," 
responses, six (or 1.02%) responded "No," and three 
(or 0.51%) were "Undecided." Four (or 0.68%) male subjects 
responded "Yes," three (or 0.51%) were "No," and one 
was "Undecided." On the posttest, two female subjects 
(or 0.34%) answered "Yes," six (or 1.02%) "No," and one 
was "Undecided." Two male subjects (or 0.34%) also 
responded "Yes," while six (or 1.02%) chose "No," and 
none were "Undecided." 
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In the exploratory group no females responded "Yes," 
while six (or 1.02%) responded :'No," and three (or 0.54%) 
were "Undecided." Five male subjects (or 0.9%) responded 
"Yes," three (or 0.34%) "No," and one was "Undecided." 
On the posttest, eight female subjects (or 1.44%) responded 
"No," and one was "Undecided." Three male subjects 
(or 0.54%) responded "Yes," while six (or 1.08%) were 
"No," and none were "Undecided." The most popular response 
was "No." The statistical difference of the mean in the 
control group ranged from -0.506 to -0.803. The 
Hawthorne-Control group ranged from 0.658 to -1.303. 
The exploratory group ranged from -1.109 to -1.407 
(see Figure 4.20). 
Item Twenty-One 
21. Story dilemma discussions could be helpful 
in problem-solving situations in grade three. 
Six female subjects (or 1.14%) answered "Yes," one 
"No," and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." Six male 
subjects (or 1.14%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) "No," 
and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." On the posttest, 
six female subjects responded "Yes," none chose "No," 
and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." Seven male subjects 
(or 1.26%) responded "Yes," three (or 0.54%) "No," and 
none were "Undecided." The most popular response was 
"Yes". 
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In the Hawthorne-Control group, six female subjects 
(or 1.02%) responded "Yes," two (or 51%) "No," and one 
was "Undecided." Five male subjects (or 0.85%) answered 
"Yes," two (or 0.51%) "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Six males subjects (or 1.02%) answered "ies," two "No," 
and none were "Undecided." The most popular response 
was "No". 
In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.26%) responded "Yes," one "No," and one ''Undecided." 
Five male subjects answered "Yes," two (or 0.36%) answered 
"No," and two (or 0.36%) answered "Undecided." On the 
posttest, nine female subjects (or 1.62%) responded "Yes," 
six male subjects responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," 
and none were "Undecided." The pretest to posttest 
comparison showed a one point increase in the control 
group performance. There was a two point increase in 
the Hawthorne-Control group, and a three point increase 
in the exploratory group. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.000 to 0.748. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.271 to 0.617. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.539 to 1.414 (see Figure 4.21). 
Item Twenty-Two 
22. Story dilemma discussions can be useful in 
improving the ability to make good moral decisions 
about personal conflicts. 
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Seven female subjects (or 1.33%) in the control 
group responded ’’Yes," one "No," and one was "Undecided." 
Six male subjects (or 1.14%) answered "Yes," two 
(or 0.38%) responded "No," and two (or 0.38%) were 
"Undecided." On the posttest, six female subjects (or 
1.14%) responded "Yes." No subjects answered "No," and 
two (or 0.38%) answered "Undecided." There was no change 
in the control group's most popular response. 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.19%) answered "Yes," none answered "No," and two 
(or 0.34%) were "Undecided." Five male subjects 
(or 0.85%) responded "Yes," one "No," and two (or 0.34%) 
were "Undecided." On the posttest, seven male subjects 
(or 1.19%) responded "Yes," one "No," and one was 
"Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.02%) responded 
"Yes," two (or 0.34%) responded "No," and none responded 
"Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.26%) responded "Yes," none replied "No," and two 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.08%) 
responded "Yes," one male subject responded "No," and 
two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." When compared to the 
posttest, nine female subjects (or 1.62%) responded "Yes," 
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none were "No," and none responded "Undecided." Six 
of the male subjects (or 1.08%) responded "Yes," one 
"No," and two (or 0.34%) were "Undecided." There was 
no significant difference in group scores. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.254 to 0350. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.000 to -0.400. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.000 to 1.512 (see Figure 4.22). 
Item Twenty-Three 
23. Story dilemma discussions would help me to deal 
better with decisions and daily problems in school. 
In the control group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.33%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) "No," and 
none were "Undecided." The male responses were more 
widespread. Four (or 0.76%) of the male subjects responded 
"Yes," four (or 0.76%) "No," and two (or 0.38%) ware 
"Undecided." When responses were compared between pretest 
and posttest, seven female subjects (or 1.26%) responded 
"Yes," none were "No," and one was "Undecided." Seven 
male subjects (or 1.26%) responded "Yes," three (or 0.54%) 
responded "No," and none were "Undecided." There was 
a four point increase between the pretest and posttest 
scores, which is significant in this study. 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, five female subjects 
(or 0.85%) answered "Yes," two (or 0.34%) answered "No," 
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and two (or 0.34%) ware "Undecided." Four (or 0.68%) 
of the male subjects responded "Yes," three (or 0.51%) 
responded "No," and none were "Undecided." On the posttest, 
seven female subjects (or 1.19%) responded "Yes," one 
"No," and one responded "Undecided." Six (or 1.02%) 
of the male subjects responded "Yes," two (or 0.34%) 
"No," and none were "Undecided." The most popular response 
was "Yes". 
In the exploratory group, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) responded 
"No," and one female subject responded "Undecided." 
Five (or 0.9%) male subjects responded "Yes," three 
(or 0.54%) "No," and one was "Undecided." On the posttest, 
nine female subjects (or 1.62%) responded "Yes," while 
none replied either "No," or "Undecided." Six male subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) responded 
"No," and one was "Undecided." There was a three point 
increase in the exploratory group, and a difference of 
five points were found in the Hawthorne-Control group. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.937 to 1.228. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 1.796 to 2.772. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.508 to 1.890 (see Figure 4.23). 
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Item Twenty-Four 
24. Story dilemma discussions would help me 
to better understand and respond to people's 
problems. 
In the control group, six female subjects (or 1.14%) 
responded "Yes," one responded "No," and two (or 0.38%) 
responded "Undecided." Seven male subjects (or 1.33%) 
answered "Yes," two (or 0.38%) responded "No," and one 
was "Undecided." On the posttest, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) responded "Yes," none were "No," and two (0.36%) 
responded "Undecided." Eight male subjects (or 1.44%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and none were 
"Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, six female subjects 
(or 1.02%) responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and 
one was "Undecided." Five male subjects (0.85%) responded 
"Yes," two (or 0.36%) "No," and one was "Undecided." 
On the posttest, seven female subjects (or 1.26%) answered 
"Yes," none were "No," and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." 
Among the male subjects, seven (1.26%) answered "Yes," 
one "No," and none were "Undecided." 
In the exploratory group, six female subjects 
(or 1.08%) answered "Yes," one "No," and two 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.08%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.36%) responded 'No," and one 
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was "Undecided," The posttest scores indicated that 
nine female subjects (or 1.62%) answered "Yes," while 
none replied to "No," or "Undecided." Seven male subjects 
(or 1.62%) responded "Yes," none were "No," and two 
(or 0.36%) were "Undecided." 
The most popular response was "Yes". The figures 
showed a one point increase in the control group, a three 
point increase in the Hawthorne-Control group, and a 
four point increase in the exploratory group, which had 
the greatest significant increase. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.937 to 1.228. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.917 to 1.404. The exploratory group 
ranged from 1.014 to 1.890 (see Figure 4.24). 
Item Twenty-Five 
25. Story dilemma discussion could improve my ability 
to listen to both sides of a problem before making 
a judgment regarding right and wrong. 
In the control group, seven female subjects 
(or 1.33%) answered "Yes," one answered "No," and one 
(or 0.36%) was "Undecided." Six male subjects (or 1.14%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) "No," and two were 
"Undecided." One the posttest, six female subjects (or 
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1.33%) answered "Yes," none were "No," and two (or 1.26%) 
responded "Yes," two (or 0.38%) answered "No," and one 
was "Undecided." 
In the Hawthorne-Control group, seven female subjects 
answered "Yes," none were "No," and two (or 0.34%) were 
"Undecided." Five male subjects (or 1.26%) answered 
"Yes," two (or 0.36%) responded "No," and one responded 
"Undecided." When compared to the posttest, eight females 
(or 1.36%) responded "Yes," one responded "No," and none 
were "Undecided." 
Seven female subjects (or 1.26%) responded "Yes," 
none replied "No," and two (or 0.38%) were "Undecided." 
Six male subjects (or 1.08%) answered "Yes," two 
(or 0.36%) answered "No," and one was "Undecided." A 
comparison between the pretest and the posttest indicated 
that nine female subjects (or 1.62%) responded "Yes." 
Six male subjects (or 1.08%) responded "Yes," one "No," 
and two (or 0.36%) were "Undecided." There were no 
considerable differences between group scores on this 
item. 
The statistical difference of the mean in the control 
group ranged from 0.264 to 0.350. The Hawthorne-Control 
group ranged from 0.000 to 1.033. The exploratory group 
ranged from 0.292 to 1.512 (see Figure 4.25). 
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Test items one through twenty-five (25) on pretest 
control minus posttest control found the means were in 
the intervals from -0.778 to 0.800. The standard deviation 
ranged from 0.441 to 1.033. The results indicated a 
means difference at .10 in items two, three, seven, eight, 
nine, eleven and twelve in the control group, and twelve 
and twenty-three (23) in the Hawthorne-Control group. 
Test items one through twenty-five (25) on the 
comparison of the Hawthorne Group pretest, minus posttest 
Hawthorne-Control group, found the means were in the 
intervals from 0.000 to 0.889. The standard deviation 
ranged from 0.333 to 1.069. The findings indicated a 
means difference at .10 level in items two, five, seven, 
eight, nine, twelve and twenty-three (23). 
Test items one through twenty-five (25) on the 
comparison of the exploratory group pretest, minus the 
posttest, found the means to indicate a substantial 
difference at .10 on items two, three, five, seven, 
eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, twenty-three (23) and 
twenty-four (24). The difference of means test is displayed 
(see Figure 4.26). 
The figures present the total score of the subjects 
in each group. However, only the most popular response 
among the subjects is used to answer the four research 
questions. To establish stage levels among subjects, 
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the researcher referred to a set of preferred answers 
that was prepared before the study began. According 
to Piaget, Kohlberg and L.ickona, preferred answers would 
be the ideal moral judgment concerning each item. A 
four point difference is considered a significant 
difference, while a three point difference is considered 
a slight difference. Points below three are not considered 
to be significant between pretest and posttest. 
In summary, the comparison of groups on the pretest 
substantiates the findings that there was no meaningful 
difference among the groups tested. The pretest results 
indicated the means and confidence intervals in the 
exploratory group, the Hawthorne-Control group and the 
control group. 
In a more statistical way, the posttest results 
show the confidence intervals in the control group, in 
the Hawthorne-Control group and in the exploratory group. 
The findings reflect the similarities or the commonalities 
of the three groups. 
The underlying standard deviations between male 
and female subjects did not show any appreciable 
differences. This does not exclude the fact that male 
and female responses on several items may differ. In 
some items, the male subjects respond differently than 
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the female subjects at that level. All subjects responded 
similarly on the pretest. 
More items were answered differently from pretest 
to posttest in the Hawthorne-Control group, and slightly 
more in the exploratory group. The control group was 
comparable as indicated in the beginning of the study. 
The analyses of the data answered the four research 
questions. In the exploratory group, increases, though 
small, nevertheless were found throughout the subjects' 
moral judgments. The analyses also found meaningful 
differences in the responses of the male and of the female 
subjects. The comparison groups either remained at the 
same moral reasoning or there was a slight decrease in 
moral reasoning. These findings indicated a relationship 
between the "Let's Be Caring" (LBC) program and the moral 
development of the subjects. In addition, it was clear 
that there is a relationship between LBC, "special 
attention" and real-life story dilemma intervention. 
Subjects who had been exposed to the LBC program showed 
greater consideration when responding to test items. 
This was evident in analyses of the pretest. 
To apprise the reader, all subjects were exposed to the 
LBC training in grades one and two. However, in third 
grade, the LBC training was delayed for the purpose of 
this study. 
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The evidence found suggested that there was a 
relationship between the Hawthorne treatment and the 
promotion of moral judgment at the primary level. The 
results indicate that subjects who received the Hawthorne 
(special attention) treatment scored slightly lower than 
those subjects who received the exploratory treatment. 
In addition, subjects who received the Hawthorne treatment 
increased their moral judgment abilities. 
In the exploratory group, subjects discussed their 
moral reasoning and judgments openly and honestly. The 
evidence showed that their personal behavior, compared 
to their treatment of each other before the study, was 
substantially different from the way they treated one 
another following the exploratory treatment. Subjects 
in the exploratory group exhibited greater reasoning 
and judgmental abilities when they encountered conflicts. 
In addition, subjects showed greater acceptance of others, 
as well as a greater responsibility for their own behavior 
in school. The subjects also displayed greater sensitivity 
toward classmates, and were able to listen to the other 
person's views before forming their own judgments about 
the problem. It is concluded that LBC brings about an 
awareness of moral judgment among primary school children. 
However, this does not mean that there is a transference 
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of moral judgments. As indicated in the results, the 
subjects in the control group showed a decline regarding 
some test items. The results also showed that the Hawthorne 
treatment (special attention) encourages moral reasoning 
among the subjects. However, it was the real-life story 
discussions that gave a slight edge to the LBC and the 
Hawthorne treatment. 
It was concluded in this study that real-life story 
dilemma discussions are useful in promoting children's 
moral judgments at the primary level. Furthermore, 
real-life dilemma intervention can be utilized in promoting 
the development by stages that Kohlberg has developed 
and popularized. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter offers a summary of the study, and 
presents conclusions, recommendations and theoretical 
contributions to the field of moral development. 
Purpose of the Study 
The first purpose of this study was to examine 
the effects of real-life story dilemma discussions 
in the primary-level promotion of children's moral 
judgment. In addition, the study attempted to establish 
the relationship between two other approaches, the 
Hawthorne-Control Group (special attention) and the 
"Let's Be Caring" (LBC) approach. 
The second purpose was to develop a systematic 
program for the teaching of moral values to school 
age children. The teaching of moral education would 
be fully integrated into the elementary school 
curriculum. 
Design of the Study 
Campbell and Stanley's (1973 ), ''Non-Equivalent 
Control Group Design", was the model as modified for 
this study. The design consisted of three groups: 
the control group, the Hawthorne-Control group and 
the exploratory group. 
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Research Procedure 
A twenty-five item pretest and posttest was designed 
to obtain both quantitative and qualitative data. 
The instrument was pilot tested on two groups of fourth 
graders who were not identified with the study. The 
instrument was found to be statistically significant 
at the 90% confidence level. The test consisted of 
nine questions dealing with moral reasoning, and eight 
questions dealing with moral judgments. The final 
eight questions dealt with the subject's perception 
of the effects of real-life dilemma intervention. 
The questions and directions were neither ambiguous 
nor difficult to read and to answer. 
The scheme was to administer the pretest to all 
three groups. The exploratory groups went through 
the treatment. Subjects were presented a new dilemma 
approximately every two weeks. Each session ended 
with an open-ended discussion, as well as a written 
response to four story questions. 
The Hawthorne-Control group did not receive the 
exploratory treatment, however, they did receive the 
"special attention" treatment. 
The control group did not receive any treatment. 
They served to neutralize the effects of the extraneous 
variables. At the end of the nine week study, all 
groups were posttested. 
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Results 
In this study, the researcher sought to answer 
the research questions listed below with appropriate 
responses. In addition, two questions pertaining 
to the treatment was presented and discussed. 
The five research questions are offered as follows: 
1. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the real-life dilemma approach, 
as compared to the "special attention" approach? 
2. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the "special attention" approach? 
3. How well are values, such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility, developed 
through the "Let's Be Caring" approach, as 
compared to the real-life dilemma approach? 
4. Do real-life story discussions increase 
values, such as fairness, honesty, respect 
and responsibility, at a greater rate than do 
the "Let's Be Caring" approach, or the "special 
attention" approach? 
5. What is the relationship between the "special 
attention" approach, the "Let's Be Caring" and 
the real-life story dilemmas? 
The research findings show that such values as 
fairness, honesty, respect and responsibility could 
be developed very well through the discussion of 
real-life story dilemmas. The study found that the 
subject's reasoning ability differed greatly and caused 
him/her to react differently to the given value. 
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When the real-life story discussion approach was compared 
to the "special attention" approach, no meaningful 
differences were found. However, the subject's ability 
to apply what he/she had learned was more consistent, 
compared to those subjects who had received the "special 
attention" treatment. The "special attention" group 
displayed traits of positive self-esteem, 
self-confidence, and a genuine openness to others. 
When subjects were observed in their classroom, they 
were well behaved. However, when they were observed 
outside of the classroom (such as in the cafeteria) 
they were found to be rude. The subjects were involved 
in name calling and verbal put downs. The study 
concluded that there was a relationship between the 
two approaches in that they both were useful in teaching 
moral values. However, statistically, the real-life 
dilemma approach had a slight edge. 
The implications show that the "Let's Be Caring" 
approach was useful in developing such values as 
fairness, honesty, respect and responsibility. However, 
observations of subjects' behavior, as a whole, indicated 
a lack of respect for one another, and a lack of 
sensitivity toward certain group members. It was 
concluded that, as a whole, the subjects were unable 
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to assume responsibility for their school behavior, 
when not supervised. The findings further indicated, 
when the LBC approach was compared to the "special 
attention" approach, they functioned similarly. The 
relationship being, both approaches were useful in 
teaching moral values. Nevertheless, the observations 
indicated, when such values as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility were being developed, the 
"special attention" approach had a slight edge. 
As concluded, the LBC approach as well as the 
real-life dilemma approach were reliable in teaching, 
to develop, such values as fairness, honesty, respect 
and responsibility. The evidence clearly shows a 
relationship between the two approaches. Both were 
strong in its teaching to bring about an awareness 
of moral values. However, it was concluded that the 
real-life story dilemma approach had a greater influence 
on moral development. 
The findings show that when systematically used 
on a regular basis, real-life story discussions do, 
in fact, increase such values as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility at the primary level. 
The evidence further shows that these values were 
internalize by the subject, to a greater degree, than 
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were the values implemented under the LBC or the "special 
attention" approach. 
The research clearly shows a relationship between 
the three approaches. They each can be useful in 
facilitating the teaching of such values as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility. The evidence 
shows that the personal application and transference 
of values taught were less when implemented under 
the LBC or the "special attention approach. Subjects 
who had discussed the real-life dilemmas, were better 
able to perform in problem-solving skills and techniques. 
The study, therefore, concludes the relationship between 
"Let's Be Caring", "special attention" and real-life 
dilemma approach was represented in the manner in 
which all three approaches were useful in teaching 
moral concepts. 
The next section presents the conclusions. 
Conclusions 
Tne data was analyzed, and the results were 
carefully examined. The five research questions were 
answered. The study concludes that values such as 
fairness, honesty, respect and responsibility could 
be developed as concepts through the use of real-life 
dilemma discussions. When compared to the "special 
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attention" approach, subjects were able to demonstrate 
deeper reasoning levels. The implications were that 
values introduced and discussed in this study had 
been internalized to some degree by subjects. The 
subjects who participated in the real-life dilemma 
discussions displayed a greater sense of "right" and 
"wrong". Subjects exhibited favorable characteristics 
of these values in their school behavior and actions, 
as compared to the effects of the control group (the 
LBC approach). 
The study indicated that values such as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility could be developed 
through the LBC approach. However, the subjects did 
not readily transfer the characteristics of those 
values in a systematic way to their school behavior 
and actions. 
The results indicated that such values as fairness, 
honesty, respect and responsibility were more effectively 
taught through real-life dilemma discussions. 
This investigation found five major findings: 
(a) in the exploratory group, increases were shown 
throughout the posttest, however, the increases were 
small; (b) there was a considerable difference between 
responses of the female and the male subjects to certain 
test items; (c) all subjects displayed a slight decrease 
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in their moral reasoning on some test items; (d) only 
slight differences were found between the responses 
of the three groups on the posttest; and (e) the 
exploratory group more readily transferred values 
discussed into their behavior and actions. 
These findings indicated a relationship between 
che LBC approach, the "special attention" approach, 
and the real-life story dilemma approach. Subjects 
in the control group who had been exposed to the LBC 
Program previously to this study, showed great 
consideration when responding to test items. This 
was evident in the analysis of the pretest items. 
The evidence further suggests that there was 
a relationship between the "special attention" approach, 
and the promotion of children's moral judgments at 
the primary level. According to the results, the 
subjects who received the "special attention" scored 
slightly lower than did the subjects who received 
the exploratory treatment. However, the subjects 
who received the "special attention" had only a moderate 
increase in their overall moral reasoning and judgment 
abilities. 
In the exploratory group, the subjects discussed 
openly and honestly their moral reasoning and judgments. 
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The results showed that their personal behavior, when 
compared to how they treated one another prior to 
the study, was substantially different. Furthermore, 
the subjects exhibited greater reasoning ability when 
conflicts were encountered. The subjects were more 
accepting of others, as well as more responsible in 
their behavior and actions at school. They showed 
greater sensitivity toward classmates, and greater 
readiness to listen to the other person's views before 
judging the problem. It was confirmed that both the 
LBC approach, and the "special attention" approach 
heightened an awareness of moral judgments. However, 
fewer of the subjects were able to transfer his/her 
moral judgments to his/her behavior or actions when 
compared to subjects who had received exploratory 
treatment. Another major difference was found among 
subjects. Those who received the exploratory treatment 
were more consistent at transferring their moral 
reasoning and judgments to their school behaviors 
than were those subjects who participated in the control 
group and the Hawthorne-Control group. Those subjects 
who had received the exploratory treatment were more 
willing to discuss fair solutions when confronted 
with issues such as swearing and name calling. They 
were better able to listen to both sides of the story 
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than were those subjects who had not received the 
exploratory treatment. 
As indicated in the results, the subjects in 
the control group showed some regression among some 
test items. The evidence suggested that "special 
attention" encourages moral reasoning among subjects. 
However, real-life dilemma discussions showed a greater 
capacity for promoting moral judgment as compared 
to the LBC approach and the "special attention" 
treatment. 
All of the assumptions were confirmed in this 
study. The study established that the "special 
attention" approach, as well the discussions of real-life 
story dilemmas, increase moral judgments. The study 
showed that the "special attention" approach, and 
the LBC approach made a tremendous impact on values' 
training. However, it was the effects of real-life 
dilemma discussions that had the greater influence 
on the promotion of such values as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility among subjects. The study 
validated that real-life dilemma discussions enabled 
children to function consistently better in school 
as responsible, caring citizens; and that it would 
be wise to utilize the program in an attempt to develop 
moral character at the primary level. 
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In some ways, the effects of the LBC approach 
were unimpressive considering that it had been conducted 
in the Dover Public Schools for the past five years. 
It was expected by the researcher to have had a greater 
impact on moral education. The researcher's expectation 
was that the program would have been far more effective 
in promoting moral judgments. The study, therefore, 
concludes that the systematic use of real-life dilemma 
discussions increase the subject's ability to progress 
from Kohlberg's one stage to the next. Furthermore, 
the subject's educational experiences, as well as 
his/her cognitive development (as it relates to his/her 
moral judgments), are more likely to be integrated 
into his/her value system. 
In response to the two questions that concern 
the Dover teachers, this study concluded that appropriate 
moral programs (such as the ones referred to in this 
research) do help educators to address the moral and 
ethical growth of children. Secondly, research has 
emphasized the importance of teaching school age children 
values such as fairness, honesty, respect, responsibility 
and cooperation. They contend that these values are 
required in order to help students meet successfully 
the challenges of the 21st century. 
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As a result of this study, a better understanding 
of moral development through the use of real-life 
dilemma discussions has been reached. The real-life 
discussions provided the subjects with first-hand 
experience in social problem-solving skills. 
Lickona's (1991) research shows that the current 
efforts in values education have not been subjected 
to a controlled research evaluation, but, that the 
empirical studies have been more promising. Lickona 
presents California's Child Development Project (CDP) 
as an example. A group of research psychologists 
sought to answer this question: Does a multifaceted 
values program, begun in kindergarten and sustained 
throughout elementary school, make a measurable and 
lasting difference in a child's moral thinking, 
attitudes, and behavior? The CDP reports were positive 
by (1989), after five years of experience. As reported 
in the CDP study, not all the tests and observations 
showed statistically significant differences between 
program school and comparison schools. But, Lickona 
reports that significant differences emerged in four 
areas, without any sacrifice in academic achievement: 
(a) classroom behavior; (b) playground behavior; (c) 
social problem-solving skills; and (d) commitment 
to democratic values (pp. 28-29). 
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In this present study, the conclusions were that 
real-life dilemma discussions were very useful in 
promoting the child's moral judgment stage at the 
primary level. These conclusions support the idea 
that real-life dilemma discussions help to promote 
Kohlberg's theory of stage development and moral 
judgment. 
Although the statistical differences found between 
groups were small, the results of the study are important 
in teaching moral education. The evidence from this 
study indicated that values such as fairness, honesty, 
respect and responsibility developed through 
real-life story dilemma discussions and had a slight 
edge over the LBC and the "special attention" approach. 
There were indications that the values developed through 
the discussion of real-life dilemmas were more readily 
transferred into behavior than those developed from 
the LBC, and the "special attention" approach. 
In the next section, the researcher offers 
recommendations to implement moral programs in public 
schools. 
Recommendations 
First and foremost, the administrative staff, 
teachers and supportive staff must be committed to 
the teaching of moral education. Secondly, the moral 
program must be well organized, with a clear-cut 
methodology. The following recommendations were offered 
1. Establish programs on moral development and 
consider the following factors in their 
implementation. 
a. that a needs analysis be conducted among 
school staff, parents, students, and school 
support staff. 
b. that local boards of education set aside 
funding to provide in-service training for 
teachers, administrators, counselors and other 
school support staff. 
c. that such programs be consistent and 
systematic in content and delivery. 
d. that such programs be evaluated every five 
years to establish their effectiveness in 
moral training. 
e. that strong committee leadership be 
established at all levels to ensure the teaching 
of moral education. 
2. Additional recommendations offered by Lickona 
(1991) helps to develop a system of school 
related activities focused on moral development. 
Consider the following factors in their 
implementation: 
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a. that assesses how the school already tries 
to teach values. To ask administrators, 
teachers, support staff, and parents, "What 
do they think the school is already doing 
to teach moral values and foster good character? 
How might it be improved?" 
b. that develops a plan, using the results 
of the needs analysis survey and the school 
assessment to develop a plan that includes 
short-range and long-range goals. 
c. that gets feedback on the plan, and present 
the plans to the staff, students, parents, 
and other support staff. 
d. that sets up a parent committee, and ask 
parents to serve on the values' education 
committee. They would work to further establish 
their own parent committee and recruit members 
for this task. This parent group then takes 
responsibility for keeping all parents informed 
about the school's values program; organizing 
parents participation programs; and encouraging 
parents to foster at home the values the school 
is trying to teach. 
e. that creates special-focus subcommitees. 
One or more to focus on high-priorty schoolwide 
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issues or problems where there is the chance 
of making visible progress in the near future. 
f. that creates a values education resource 
center. To make a place in the school where 
books, curricula materials, magazines and 
other resources on values education can be 
kept for staff, student and parent use. 
g. that provides staff development, that includes 
a series of workshops, each focusing on a 
particular values education strategy. That 
encourages all school staff and supportive 
staff to attend at least the introductory 
session on the school's overall approach and 
reasons for undertaking values education. 
That allows teachers the freedom to choose 
those strategies they feel most comfortable 
implementing. 
h. that forms a values education council that 
helps to select target values, develop program 
guidelines, and to take responsibility for 
long-range planning and program implementation. 
i. that sets up a "buddy system" where teachers 
pair up so everyone has a "buddy" with whom 
to compare notes on activities tried after 
the workshops. That encourages voluntary 
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peer visitation, and makes time for cross¬ 
grade sharing. 
j. that works toward a values-centered curriculum 
that arrange for teachers to meet in grade- 
level groups to: 
1. identify developmentally appropriate 
values to emphasize at grade level. 
2. define educational objectives for each 
value. 
3. develop corresponding classroom activities 
(pp. 421-423). 
The school staff who work directly with children, 
whether it be the recess supervisor, the administrator, 
or the classroom teacher, must receive professional 
moral training. The moral training helps to ensure 
the effective teaching of moral education. 
Lickona (1991) cites, "In San Ramon, California, 
three elementary schools have participated in what 
is very likely the most ambitious, well-researched 
values education program in the world" (p. 25). The 
Child Development Project is supported by a one million 
dollar-a-year grant from the Hewlett Foundation. 
Three schools have implemented a values program 
consisting of five interlocking components, which 
aims at fostering students' moral reasoning and 
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self-control. The CDP has been cited as the exemplary 
school program by the National School Boards Association, 
the National Council for the Social Studies, and the 
United States Department of Education. 
Theoretical Implications 
There were several theoretical implications drawn 
this study. Theoretically, the time has come for 
public schools to play a significant role in moral 
education of children. Research has shown that many 
school age children at the primary level, the elementary 
level, the middle school level, and at the secondary 
level were genuinely concerned about their education 
in the public school setting. 
The research also indicates that the public school 
"unrest" affects academic growth and achievement. 
The implications are that public schools need to 
concentrate more on the moral education of students. 
As this study shows, moral training can be increased 
at the primary level of schooling. The moral training 
provides real-life experiences in problem-solving 
and related skills. Students become more able to 
develop steps to problem-solving, and to practice 
the problem-solving processes. Furthermore, the study 
implies that real-life dilemma discussions serve as 
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a good tool for facilitating moral reasoning and 
development. 
Considerations for Future Research 
The following recommendations are offered for 
future research: 
1. Further research is needed to test the 
effects of real-life story dilemma discussions 
on a selected school population which has 
not been exposed to the LBC training. 
2. Research is needed to ascertain the effects 
of the "special attention" approach, as well 
as to test its effects on a selected 
population that has not received moral training. 
3. Further research is needed on recipients 
of story dilemma treatment at specific 
intervals, or over a three period interval, to 
determine the effects of the training on students' 
stages of moral growth. 
4. Further research is needed to test the effects 
of real-life story discussion on a less 
affluent, more ethnically diverse population. 
5. Follow-up research is needed to measure the 
real-life story discussion effects on those 
who participated in the exploratory group, 
to determine if the positive effects revealed 
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continue to exist as subjects move on to the 
next two grades, where there is no special moral 
training. 
6. Additional research is needed to test the 
validity and reliability of the instrument used 
to obtain the data in this study. 
In summary, this research information should 
add to the paucity of research in this area of moral 
development, specifically at the primary school level. 
The Massachusetts Educational Reform Bill (1993) 
focuses on the improvement of students' academic 
performance and achievement. It acknowledges the 
importance of cooperative teamwork, good citizenship, 
positive values and character among other educational 
considerations. The local community focuses on programs 
to further enhance the learning process of students. 
The educational reform bill not only focuses on student 
achievement, but also on the social development of 
students. The intentions are to help young people 
be intellectually strong, caring, honest, and responsible 
members of society. The educational reform bill brings 
a sense of balance to public education. 
The research shows that in recent years, the 
self-esteem and the self-confidence of students have 
declined. These skills are intimately related to 
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the student’s academic success, and to the development 
of higher-level thinking. Further research shows 
that poor self-esteem and the lack of self-confidence 
contributes to behavioral problems, health and academic 
concerns. 
The study's findings support these issues within 
the public schools. Real-life dilemma discussions 
can be utilized in the regular classroom setting in 
the promotion of moral reasoning. The program was 
designed to integrate into the school curriculum, 
whereby, unreasonable pressure was not put on the 
teacher. Real-life dilemma discussions can, in fact, 
when systematically used, improve student's self-esteem 
and self-confidence, thus improving the student's 
ability to perform better academically. By using 
real-life dilemma discussions, along with "The 
Massachusetts Educational Reform Bill", schools can 
work to acknowledge the importance of teamwork, good 
citizenship, positive values and good character among 
students. The moral training impact should empower 
students to take responsibility for their own behavior 
and actions, and make a profound difference in their 
daily lives. 
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MORAL DEVELOPMENT: 
THE EFFECTS OF STORY DILEMMA DISCUSSION 
IN THE PROMOTION OF CHILDREN'S MORAL JUDGMENTS 
. AT THE PRIMARY LEVEL 
As a doctoral candidate at the School of Education, 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, my individual 
research is to analyze the effects of story dilemma 
discussion in promoting children's moral judgments at 
the primary level. For the past fifteen years, I have 
taught at the primary level in the Dover Public Schools. 
During that time, I became concerned about student social 
behavior. For several years, I have worked on the "School 
Climate Committee", headed by the school principal. 
Its objective was to bring about positive interactions 
among students. Tnis knowledge and experience gives 
me expertise in conducting my research. I need your 
consent to help document my study. 
Your child will be asked to read four real-life 
story dilemmas, as well as to participate in role-taking 
activities. Each story dilemma will require your child 
to respond to four story questions in written form over 
a nine week period. Each weekly session will take 
approximately 20 minutes. In the documentation that 
may result from the question items, I will not use your 
child's name. I will use the results of the story questions 
in my dissertation, presentations and related academic 
work. 
Should you give your permission for your child to 
participate, please remember that you may withdraw at 
any time. If you or your child should choose not to 
allow the use of his/her story material, I must be notified, 
in writing, no later than March 20, 1993. Whether your 
child participates in this study or not will in no way 
affect his/her progress in the class. 
I would be happy to discuss any questions or concerns 
you may have. Please feel free to contact me at the 
Caryl School (785-1430). 
Continued Next Page 
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In signing this consent you are allowing your child 
to participate in a series of four story dilemmas based 
on "real-life" problems, that are focused on respect 
and responsibility. You agree to allow me to use the 
material from this study as forementioned. 
You further agree that there will be no financial 
claim made for use of this material. 
Thank you for your support. 
I/We give permission of _to 
(Name of Participant) 
participate in reading and responding to four real-life 
story dilemmas; to respond to a twenty-five item pretest 
and posttest conducted by Mrs. Bettye Morgan Craft under 
stated conditions above. 
(Signature of Parent/Guardian) 
(Date) 
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PRETEST AND POSTTEST 
Grade_Sex_Age_Date 
Teacher in Third Grade 
General Directions: 
The questions in this test will measure the effects 
of story dilemma intervention in increasing your skills 
and abilities related to moral judgment and 
perspective-taking. Please do not be surprised or 
worried if you notice that some of the questions are 
very easy for you, or that others are very hard. 
Be sure to read each story dilemma and questions 
carefully before you respond. Work as quickly as 
you can without becoming careless. Do not spend too 
much time on any test item that is difficult for you 
to answer. Instead, skip it and return to it later 
if you have time. Try to answer every test item to 
the best of your ability. 
Circle the word that best represents your moral judgment 
toward each item. If you disagree on an item, then 
circle the word "No". If you cannot decide, then 
circle "Undecided", or if you agree, circle "Yes". 
Mark all of your answers clearly. Give only one answer 
to each question and make every circle heavy and dark, 
as in this example. 
Correct 
No Undecided 
Incorrect 
Undecided 
If you decide to change one of your answers, be sure 
to erase the first mark completely. 
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Specific Directions: The following story questions 
are in the form of what you believe should or should 
not be done. Circle the best response, "Yes", "No", 
or "Undecided" that represents your moral judgment 
toward each item. If you agree on an item, then circle 
"Yes", and so on, with regard to the other judgments. 
You have twenty-five (25) minutes to complete test. 
Once you start, you should continue until you have 
finished the entire test. 
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The Spelling Test Dilemma 
Every Friday morning, the teacher gave the 
third-grade class a spelling test, twenty words for 
their weekly list, and five hard bonus words. The 
highest scorer in the class was rewarded with an extra 
free period during the afternoon. Whenever Nancy 
won the free time, she spent it in the art room, where 
she was working on a special gift for her father's 
birthday. 
Nancy and two of her friends, Karen and Susan, 
sat close together in class. During this Friday's 
spelling test, Nancy saw Susan slip a small piece 
of paper to Karen. The paper had the five bonus words 
written on it. Karen had prepared it before the test. 
When the scores were added up, Nancy realized 
what her friends' cheating would mean. Karen was 
the only person in the class to get all twenty-five 
words right. Nancy had missed only one, a bonus word, 
and had the next best score. Susan had missed three 
of the regular words. 
Nancy had a decision to make. She felt that 
cheating was wrong, and besides, if she told on Karen 
and Susan, she would get the free time period. But, 
she didn't want to get her friends in trouble. 
1. Nancy should tell on Karen and Susan because 
what they did was unfair to her. 
Yes No Undecided 
2. Nancy should keep the cheating incident between 
Karen and Susan to herself. 
Yes No Undecided 
3. Nancy should consider how Karen and Susan 
would feel before she decides what to do. 
Yes No Undecided 
4. Suppose there was no reward for spelling 
the most words correctly. Would it still be 
the right thing to do to tell on Karen and Susan? 
Yes No Undecided 
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5. If Susan were not Nancy's friend, would 
it make a difference in deciding whether or not 
to tell someone about their cheating? 
Yes No Undecided 
6. There are times when playing a sport such 
as baseball or soccer that it is fine to cheat. 
Yes No Undecided 
7. If Nancy were to ever see Karen and Susan 
cheating again, she should tell her teacher. 
Yes No Undecided 
3. Should Nancy think about how Karen would 
feel if she told on her. 
Yes No Undecided 
9. Is it fair to the entire class for Karen 
and Susan to cheat on the spelling test? 
Yes No Undecided 
FRIENDSHIP 
Valarie and Kristal have been best friends since 
they were 5 years old. They went to the same 
kindergarten and have been in the same class ever 
since. Every Saturday they would try to do something 
special together, go to the park or the store, or 
play something special at home. They always had a 
good time with each other. 
One day a new girl, Patty, moved into their 
neighborhood and soon introduced herself to Valerie 
and Kristal. Right away Valerie and Patty seemed 
to hit it off very well. Tney talked about where 
Patty was from and the things she could be doing in 
her new town. Kristal, on the other hand didn't seem 
to like Patty very well. She thought Patty was a 
showoff, but was also jealous of all the attention 
Valerie was giving her. 
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When Patty left the other two alone, Kristal 
told Valerie how she felt about Patty. "What did you 
think of her, Valerie? I thought she is kind of pushy, 
butting in on us like that." 
"Come on, Kristal. She is new in town and just 
trying to make friends. The least we can do is to 
be nice to her." 
"Yeah, but that does not mean we have to be friends 
with her," replied Kristal. "Anyway, what would you 
like to do this Saturday? You know those old puppets 
of mine, I thought we could fix them up and make our 
own puppet show." 
* "Sure, Kristal, that sounds great," said Valerie. 
"I’ll be over after lunch. I better go home now. 
See you tomorrow." 
Later that evening Patty called Valerie and 
surprised her with an invitation to the circus, the 
last show before it left town. The only problem was 
that the circus happened to be at the same time that 
Valerie had promised to go to Kristal's. Valerie 
did not know what to do, go to the circus and leave 
her best friend alone, or stick with her best friend 
and miss a good time. 
10. Patty seems like a nice girl, Valerie should 
make a special effort to be her friend. 
Yes No Undecided 
11. Valerie should keep her promise to Kristal 
on Saturday and make plans for a puppet show. 
Yes No Undecided 
12. It is more important to be with an old friend 
than it is to make a new friend. 
Yes No Undecided 
13. A good friend is a person who gives you the 
freedom to change your plans. 
Yes No Undecided 
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14. Is it wrong for Kristal to be jealous of 
Patty? 
Yes No Undecided 
15. Valerie should be nice to Patty even if Kristal 
has a problem with it. 
Yes No Undecided 
16. Valerie should go to the circus with Patty 
and expect Kristal to understand. 
Yes No Undecided 
17. It is important to make a new friend even 
if it hurts an old friend'. 
Yes No Undecided 
In this final section, there are some very 
important choices to be made about good moral judgments. 
Simply indicate whether or not you think real-life 
dilemma discussions could help you to think more 
carefully about making moral decisions in terms of 
deciding on the best way to handle daily conflicts. 
I would like for you to answer the following 
questions as best as you possibly can. 
18. Story dilemma discussions would enable me 
to make better judgments about issues of conflict, 
such as cheating or stealing. 
Yes No Undecided 
19. Story dilemma discussions in the classroom 
would help me to be more aware of my own judgments 
about stealing or dealing with friendship issues. 
Yes No Undecided 
20. I do not believe that story dilemma discussions 
will improve my ability to make good moral 
judgments. 
Yes No Undecided 
21. Story dilemma discussions could be helpful 
in problem-solving situations in grade three. 
Yes No Undecided 
22. Story dilemma discussions can be helpful 
in improving my ability to make good moral 
decisions, especially about the conflicts I 
encounter in school. 
Yes No Undecided 
23. Story dilemma discussions would help me to 
deal better with my personal decisions and daily 
problems in both school and the community. 
Yes No Undecided 
24. Story dilemma discussions would enable me 
to understand and to be more sensitive to the 
perspectives of others. 
Yes No Undecided 
25. Story dilemma discussions could improve my 
ability to listen to both sides of a problem 
before making a moral judgment about what could 
be right or wrong. 
Yes No Undecided 
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THE STAGES OF MORAL REASONING* 
(Ages indicote mosonoUa developmental 
expectations for o child of normal irrieffigence growing up 
in o supportive moral environment) 
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The Spelling Test Dilemma 
Every Friday morning, the teacher gave the third-grade 
class a spelling test, twenty words for their weekly 
list, and five hard bonus words. The highest scorer 
in the class was rewarded with an extra free time 
period during the .afternoon. Whenever Nancy won the 
free time, she spent it in the art room. She was 
working on a special gift for her father's birthday. 
Nancy and two of her friends, Karen and Susan, 
sat close together in class. During this Friday's 
spelling test, Nancy saw Susan slip a small piece 
of paper to Karen. Thq paper had the five bonus words 
written on it. Karen had prepared it before the test. 
When the scores were added up. Nancy realized 
what her friends' cheating would mean. Karen was 
the cnly person in the class to get all twenty-five 
words right. Nancy had missed only one, a bonus word, 
*and had the next best score. Susan had miaaed three 
of the regular words. 
Nancy had a decision to make. She felt that 
cheating was wrong, and besides, if she told on Karen 
and Susan she would get the free time period. At 
the same time, she didn't want to get her friends 
in trouble. 
Friendship 
Kathy and Becky have been beet friend* einee they were S yean .Id. 
They went to the same kindergarten and hare been in the amend daaa 
ever since. Every Saturday they would try to do something apeend_ 
together, go to tho park or the store, or pUy eomethwg special at home. 
They always had a good time with oech other. ^ _ 
One day e new girl Jeanette, moved into thmr neighborhood end 
aoon Introduced henalfto Kathy and Becky. 
Kathy seemed to hit it ofl* very well. They talked about where J«wtte 
was from end the things she coaid be doing m her m 
the other heA^, didn’t eetm to like Jeanette very welL She thought 
Jeanette w*s a showo£ but wee also jealous of ell the aUaotioa Kathy 
the other two eiooe, Becky ^J^***”~ 
Ut about Jeanette. "What did you think of her. Kathy? I thought she 
« kind of puehy, butting iaeaue like thaL- . 
"Come on, Becky. She’s new ia lawn and just trying to make 
ftWewHhh«.- 
know those old puppets of mine. I thought we couM nx mem up 
make our own puppet show.*_ „ . after 
-Sure, Becky, that sounds greet, asid Kathy. TU 
invitation to the circus, the lest show before R left town. The only 
problem w» thet the drov. topproriU.be etthe »me 
Kathy had promised to go to Becky’s. Kathy didn’t know what to 4a. go 
to the rifcuTaodleeve her best friend alone, or * 
friend and auos a good time- 
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The Spelling Test Dilemma 
Please take your time and respond to each question. 
1. Should April tell on Mary and Lisa? What is 
the right thing for April to do? 
2. How would Lisa feel if April told on her? 
How would Mary feel? Should April think about 
how the girls would feel when deciding about 
the right thing to do? 
3. Suppose there was no reward for winning the 
spelling test? Would that make a difference 
to April? Why or why not? 
4. Suppose that Lisa was not April's friend. 
Would this make a difference? Why or why not? 
The Chattering Teeth 
1. What is the right way to handle this problem, 
and "why?" 
2. Would it be right or wrong for Bill to tell 
on Craig? 
3. What would Craig think of Bill if Bill told 
on him? Should this make a difference to 
Bill when he decided whether or not to tell? 
4. Suppose there'd been a sign inside the store 
which said, "Shoplifters will be prosecuted. 
No Exceptions." Would that make a difference 
to Bill? 
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Friendship 
1. What do you think the problem is in this story? 
2. Do you think Kathy will choose to be with her 
old friend Becky, or will she go with the new girl, 
Jeanette? Why? 
3. What makes two friends feel really close to 
each other? 
4. Is it better when close friends are alike or 
different from each other? Why? 
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The Bowhead Whale 
1. What is the problem in this dilemma? 
2. Was it right or wrong for the United States 
to ask the International Whaling Commission 
to permit the Eskimos to continue killing 
the whales? Why? 
3. The environmentalists have one point of view, 
the Eskimos yet another. The environmentalists 
believed that Bowheads should be defended because 
their extinction could not be reversed: they would 
be gone forever. The Eskimos, however, have always 
hunted Bowheads; this is an important part of their 
culture. Which point of view is right? Why or 
why not? 
4. The United States proposed an Eskimo 
monopoly on hunting Bowheads. What about a poor 
Alaskan fishing village inhabited by unemployed 
people who could benefit from hunting Bowheads? 
Should they be allowed to do so? Why or why not? 
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COMPARISON OF GROUPS ON PRETEST 
(« INDICATES SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN MEANS AT .10 LEVEL) 
DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TEST 
CONTROL HAWTHORNE EXPLORATORY t STATISTIC 
GUES COUNT MEAN S.DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV C-H C-E H-E 
1 9 0.556 0.882 9 0.000 1.000 9 0.111 1.054 -1.250 -0.970 0.229 
10 0.200 1.033 8 0.750 0.707 9 0.333 1.000 1.281 0.285 -0.979 
19 0.368 0.955 17 0.353 0.931 18 0.222 1.003 -0.049 -0.454 -0.399 
2 9 0.111 0.928 9 0.556 0.882 9 0.444 0.882 1.042 0.781 -0.267 
10 0.500 0.707 8 0.500 0.756 9 0.333 0.707 0.000 -0.513 -0.470 
19 0.316 0.820 17 0.529 0.800 18 0.389 0.778 0.789 0.278 -0.527 
3 9 -0.111 0.782 9 0.111 0.928 9 0.111 0.928 0.549 0.549 0.000 
10 0.700 0.483 8 0.375 0.744 9 0.556 0.527 -1.121 -0.623 0.593 
19 0.316 0.749 17 0.235 0.831 18 0.333 0.767 -0.306 0.070 0.363 
4 9 0.778 0.441 9 0.667 0.707 9 0.778 0.441 -0.400 0.000 0.400 
10 0.500 0.850 8 0.750 0.707 9 0.667 0.707 0.667 0.462 -0.243 
19 0.632 0.684 17 0.706 0.686 18 0.722 0.575 0.325 0.435 0.077 
5 9 0.111 0.928 9 -0.111 1.054 9 -0.222 0.972 -0.475 -0.744 -0.232 
10 0.200 1.033 8 0.500 0.756 9 0.333 1.000 0.686 0.285 -0.383 
19 0.158 0.958 17 0.176 0.951 18 0.056 0.998 0.058 -0.318 -0.366 
6 9 -0.111 0.782 9 -0.333 0.707 9 -0.333 0.707 -0.632 -0.632 0.000 
10 -0.500 0.707 8 -0.625 0.518 9 -0.556 0.726 -0.417 -0.169 0.224 
19 -0.316 0.749 17 -0.471 0.624 18 -0.444 0.705 -0.669 -0.537 0.116 
7 9 0.111 0.928 9 0.333 1.000 9 0.333 1.000 0.489 0.489 0.000 
10 0.400 0.966 8 0.500 0.756 9 0.556 0.882 0.230 0.365 0.138 
19 0.263 0.933 17 0.412 0.870 18 0.444 0.922 0.492 0.594 0.108 
8 9 -0.778 0.667 9 -0.778 0.667 9 -0.778 0.667 0.000 0.000 0.000 
10 -0.600 0.843 8 -0.625 0.744 9 -0.778 0.667 -0.066 -0.506 -0.447 
19 -0.684 0.749 17 -0.706 0.686 18 -0.778 0.647 -0.090 -0.406 -0.319 
9 9 0.444 0.726 9 0.444 0.882 9 0.778 0.441 0.000 1.177 1.014 
10 0.400 0.966 8 0.500 0.535 9 0.667 0.500 0.261 0.742 0.664 
19 0.421 0.838 17 0.471 0.717 18 0.722 0.461 0.189 1.344 1.242 
1C 9 0.556 0.527 9 0.667 0.707 9 0.778 0.441 0.378 0.970 0.400 
10 0.700 0.675 8 0.500 0.756 9 0.667 0.500 -0.593 -0.121 0.542 
19 0.632 0.597 17 0.588 0.712 18 0.722 0.461 -0.199 0.515 0.665 
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COMPARISON OF GROUPS ON PRETEST 
(« INDICATES SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN MEANS AT .10 LEVEL) 
DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TEST 
CONTROL HAWTHORNE EXPLORATORY t STATISTIC 
QUES COUNT 
11 9 
10 
19 
12 9 
10 
19 
13 9 
10 
19 
14 9 
10 
19 
15 9 
10 
19 
16 9 
10 
19 
17 9 
10 
19 
18 9 
10 
19 
19 9 
10 
19 
9 
10 
19 
MEAN S.DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV C-H C-E H-E 
-0.667 0.500 9 -0.778 0.441 9 -0.778 0,441 -0.500 -0.500 0.000 
0.000 0.943 8 0.000 0.926 9 0.222 0.972 0.000 0.506 0.481 
-0.316 0.820 17 -0.412 0.795 18 -0.278 0.895 -0.356 0.135 0.467 
0.556 0.726 9 0.444 0.882 9 0.444 0.882 -0.292 -0.292 0.000 
0.000 0.943 8 -0.250 0.886 9 -0.222 0.833 -0.574 -0.542 0.067 
0.263 0.872 17 0.118 0.928 18 0.111 0,900 -0.485 -0.522 -0.021 
0.444 0.882 9 0.333 1.000 9 0.444 0.882 -0.250 0.000 0.250 
0.300 0.949 8 0.375 0.916 9 0.333 1.000 0.169 0.075 -0.099 
0.368 0.895 17 0.353 0.931 18 0.389 0.916 -0.051 0.069 0.115 
0.444 0.882 9 0.667 0.707 9 0.444 0.726 0.590 0.000 -0.653 
0.600 0.516 8 0.625 0.518 9 0.778 0.441 0.102 0.802 0.657 
0.526 0.697 17 0.647 0.606 18 0.611 0.608 0.552 0.394 -0.175 
0.778 0.667 Q / 1.000 0.000 9 0.778 0.667 1.000 0.000 -1.000 
0.800 0.632 8 0.500 0.926 9 0.778 0.667 -0.816 -0.075 0.716 
0.789 0.631 17 0.765 0.664 18 0.778 0.647 -0.115 -0.056 0.059 
-0.444 0.726 9 -0.778 0.667 9 -0.778 0.667 -1.014 -1.014 0.000 
-0.200 1.033 8 0.000 1.069 9 -0.111 1.054 0.402 0.186 -0.215 
-0.316 0.885 17 -0.412 0.939 18 -0.444 0.922 -0.316 -0.433 -0.104 
0.333 0.866 9 0.556 0.726 9 0.556 0.726 0.590 0.590 0.000 
0.400 0.843 8 0.875 0.354 9 0.444 0.882 1.485 0.112 -1.238 
0.368 0.831 17 0.706 0.588 18 0.500 0.786 1.391 0.494 -0.873 
0.556 0.726 9 0.667 0.500 9 0.556 0.726 0.378 0.000 -0.378 
0.500 0.850 8 0.375 0.916 9 0.556 0.882 -0.300 0.140 0.414 
0.526 0.772 17 0.529 0.717 18 0.556 0.784 0.012 0.114 0.103 
0.667 0.500 9 0.889 0.333 9 0.778 0.441 1.109 0.500 -0.603 
0.400 0.699 8 0.625 0.518 9 0.556 0.527 0.757 0.542 -0.273 
0.526 0.612 17 0.765 0.437 18 0.667 0.485 1.330 0.770 -0.627 
-0.444 0.726 9 -0.667 0.500 9 -0.667 0.500 -0.756 -0.756 0.000 
0.100 0.876 8 0.125 0.991 9 0.222 0.972 0.057 0.288 0.204 
-0.158 0.834 17 -0.294 0.849 18 -0.222 0.878 -0.485 -0.229 0.246 
20 
293 
COMPARISON OF GROUPS ON PRETEST 
(« INDICATES SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN MEANS AT .10 LEVEL) 
DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TEST 
CONTROL HAUTHORNE EXPLORATORY t STATISTIC 
CUES COUNT 
21 9 
10 
19 
22 9 
10 
19 
23 9 
8 
17 
24 9 
10 
19 
9 
10 
19 
MEAN S .DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV COUNT MEAN S.DEV C-H C-E H-E 
0.556 0.726 9 0.444 0.882 9 0.667 0.707 -0.292 0.329 0.590 
0.400 0.843 8 0.375 0.916 9 0.333 0.366 -0.060 -0.170 -0.096 
0.474 0.772 17 0.412 0.870 18 0.500 0.786 -0.226 0.103 0.315 
0.667 0.707 9 0.778 0.441 9 0.778 0.441 0.400 0.400 0.000 
0.400 0.843 8 0.500 0.756 9 0.556 0.726 0.261 0.428 0.154 
0.526 0.772 17 0.647 0.606 18 0.667 0.594 0.517 0.617 0.097 
0.556 0.882 9 0.333 0.866 9 0.444 0.882 -0.539 -0.267 0.270 
0.250 0.886 8 0.125 0.991 9 0.222 0.972 -0.266 -0.061 0.204 
0.412 0.870 17 0.235 0.903 18 0.333 0.907 -0.580 -0.261 0.320 
0.556 0.726 9 0.444 0.882 9 0.556 0.726 -0.292 0.000 0.292 
0.500 0.850 8 0.375 0.916 9 0.444 0.882 -0.300 -0.140 0.159 
0.526 0.772 17 0.412 0.870 18 0.500 0.786 -0.419 -0.103 0.315 
0.667 0.707 9 0.778 0.441 9 0.778 0.441 0.400 0.400 0.000 
0.400 0.843 8 0.375 0.916 9 0.444 0.882 -0.060 0.112 0.159 
0.526 0.772 17 0.588 0.712 18 0.611 0.698 0.249 0.350 0.096 
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